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Lams  F.  Therasbok  t;.  Thomas  McSpei>on. 

A  denial  in  an  answer,  **  upon  Itdbrmation  and  belieC*^  is  no  trayerae.  The  efibot  of 
such  a  form  of  denial  ia  to  admit  the  fitct  in  the  complaint  to  which  it  reiatea 

The  defendant,  as  a  condition  of  the  porohsBe  by  him  of  all  the  property  of  a  mii^ng 
company,  of  which  he  was  treasurer,  agreed  to  pay  its  liabilities,  and  to  pay  the 
shareholders  a  specified  amount  for  each  share.  Sddj  in  an  action  brought  by 
the  pluntiff,  claiming  mider  an  assignment  of  the  interest  of  one  of  the  share- 
hoMerB^ 

L  That  the  promise  of  the  defendant  ennled  to  tiie  benefit  of  every  shareholder  and 
creditor  of  the  association,  and  entitled  any  one  of  them  to  maintain  an  action 
upon  it 

IL  That  the  promise  was  not  to  pay  the  debt  of  anotheri  but  a  promise  to  pay  his 
own  debt  incurred  by  the  pordiase  of  the  property. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  on  the  report  of  a  referee. 
The  plaintiff  sued  as  assignee  of  oertificates  of  stock  in  the  "Green* 
wich  and  California  Mining  and  Trading  Oompanj/'  an  unincor- 
porated association*  His  o(»nplaiiit  ayerred  that  the  assets  of  the 
company  had  been  sold^  and  the  proceeds  delivered  to  defendant, 
as  treasurer  of  the  company,  and  that  defendant  had  promised  to 
pay  over  the  fund  to  the  shareholders  at  the  rate  of  $189.96  per 
Bbare.  It  also  averred  the  tranifer  of  certain  shares  to  the. 
plaintiSl 
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The  defendant's  answer,  among  other  things,  denied,  on  infor- 
mation and  belief  that  the  shares  mentioned  in  the  complaint 
had  been  assigned  to  the  plaintifC 

On  the  trial  before  the  referee,  the  defendant  moved  to  dismiss 
the  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  the  consent  of  the  company  to 
the  transfer  was  not  shown.  The  referee  denied  the  motion,  and 
the  defendant  excepted. 

The  promise  of  defendant  to  pay  the  fund  in  the  treasury  t^> 
the  shareholders,  in  the  proportion  of  their  shares,  appeared  net 
to  have  been  in  writing. 

The  referee  having  reported  in  fevor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  de- 
fendant appealed. 

Danid  B.  Taylor  and  John  W.  Edmonds^  for  the  appellant. 

The  undertaking  of  defendant  was  to  pay  the  debt  of  a  third 
person,  and,  not  being  in  writing,  is  void. 

John  Orahamj  for  the  respondent 

I.  The  CJode  does  not  authorize  a  denial  on  information  and 
belief.  Code,  §  149 ;  Daly,  J.,  Racket  v.  Richards^  11  Leg.  Obs., 
815 ;  TruscoU  v.  Dok,  7  Pr.  R  221 ;  Voorhies'  Code,  ed.  of  1855. 
p.  198. 

II.  When  stock  is  actually  assigned,  it  transfers  all  the  right 
•of  the  assignor,  although  not  entered  on  the  books,  nor  any  notice 
given  of  it  The  purchaser  has  all  the  right  to  the  stock,  but 
may  or  may  not  be  entitled  to  vote ;  and  the  sale  of  the  stock 
may  be  subject  to  the  debts  of  the  corporation.  Gilbert  v.  Man 
cheater  Iron  Cb^  11  Wend.  627 ;  Bank  of  Utica  v.  Smalley,  2  Cow. 
770.  And  in  Stall  v.  OUekiU  Bank  (18  Wend.  475),  it  was  held 
that  all  the  right  of  the  assignor  is  divested  by  the  assignment, 
although  it  is  informal,  and  not  consistent  with  the  by-laws. 
Mechanics^  Bank  v.  Nisw  Haven  Railroad^  8  Kernan,  699. 

These  decisions  are  in  the  oases  of  strict  eorporation$^  which  are 
controlled  by  the  legislature.    The  rule  is  less  rigid  in  the  case 
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of  a  company  like  the  one  in  quesdon,  which  has  no  right  to  im- 
pose restraints  on  the  alienability  of  property.  It  is  not  a  oor- 
poration,  but  is  in  the  nature  of  a  mere  copartnership. 

III.  The  undertaking  of  the  defendant  to  pay  a  certain  amount 
per  share,  and  also  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  company,  in 
consideration  of  the  transfer  to  him  of  the  ownership  of  its  prop- 
erty, was  valid,  and  the  objection  that  it  was  not  in  writing,  is  not 
well  taken. 

(a)  It  was  nothing  more  than  an  undertaking  or  promise  by 
the  defendant  to  pay  each  shareholder  or  bis  representative,  and 
each  creditor,  what  in  reality  belonged  to  him,  out  of  funds  or 
property  which  came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant — ^first  as  treas- 
urer, and  afterwards  in  his  individual  capacity — and  which  funds 
and  property  formed  the  basis  of  such  imdertaking  or  promise. 

{b)  It  was  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  in  writing.  It  was  an 
original  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  The  statute 
only  applies  where  the  party  making  the  promise  stands  in  the 
relation  of  surety  for  some  third  person,  who  is  the  principal 
debtor.  2  R.  S.  (8d  ed.)  195,  §  2,  sub.  2 ;  Johnson  v.  Gilbert^  4 
Hill,  17a 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — The  endorsement  and  trans- 
fer of  the  certificate  with  the  consent  of  the  company,  was  averred 
in  the  complaint,  and  not  denied  by  the  answer.  A  denial  upon 
information  and  belief  is  no  traverse.  The  defendant  must  aver 
that  he  has  no  information  or  knowledge  sufficient  to  form  a  be- 
lie£  The  fieiot  was  therefore  admitted,  and  the  motion  for  a  non- 
suit was  properly  denied* 

The  promise  of  McSpedon  was,  not  to  pay  the  debt  of  another, 
but  a  promise  to  the  association  to  pay  his  own  debt  incurred  by 
the  purchase  of  the  property  of  the  association.  This  promise 
enured  to  the  benefit  of  every  shareholder  and  creditor  of  the 
association,  and  entitled  any  one  of  them  to  maintain  an  action 
upon  it  against  the  defendant.    Barker  v.  Bucklin^  2  Denio,  45. 

The  other  questions  in  the  case,  so  £Etr  as  they  were  material. 
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were  questions  of  fact  upon  oonfiicting  testimonj,  in  respect  to 
whicli  the  finding  of  the  referee  was  condusiye. 
Judgment  aflirmed. 


Noah  S.  Day  v.  Conkad  Swackhameb. 

In  an  action,  brought  by  the  assignee  of  the  lessor  against  the  lessee,  to  recoyer  rent 
on  a  covenant  in  the  lease,  the  defendant  cannot  show  a  breach  by  the  original 
lessor  of  a  parol  agreement  to  make  repairs^  entered  into  sabsequent  to  the  malt- 
ing of  the  leaia 

The  liability  of  an  anignee  of  a  lease  npoo  the  oorenants  real  annexed  to  the  estate 
and  running  with  the  land,  (under  1  Rey.  Stat  747,  §g  23,  24,  25,)  extends  only 
to  coyenants  broken  while  he  cemains  possessed  of  the  estate.  He  is  not  chargo 
able  fbr  a  breach  of  coyenant  which  happened  preyious  to  the  assignment. 

In  an  action  brought  by  the  anignee  of  the  lessor,  against  the  lessee,  to  recoyor  rent 
on  a  coyenant  in  the  leaae^  defendant  offered  to  show  that,  during  his  occupancy, 
he  did  not  haye  possession  of  a  part  of  the  demised  premises ;  but  this  fact  was 
coupled  in  the  offer  with  an  agreement  by  the  lessor  as  to  the  allowoooe  to  bo 
made  for  defendant's  damages  in  that  behal£ 

Meid^  that,  fh>m  the  offer  thus  made,  it  appeared  that  the  deprivation  occurred  dur- 
ing the  defendant's  occupancy  under  the  original  lessor,  and  that  the  evidence  was 
properly  excluded.  The  offer  should  haye  been,  to  show  an  exclusion  since  the 
assignment  to  the  plaintilC 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  the  first 
judicial  district.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  one  quar- 
ter's rent  of  premises  consisting  of  the  second  floor  of  a  house, 
"  with  a  privilege  in  the  yard."  These  premises  were  hired  by 
defendant  from  A.  &  S.  H.  Campbell.  The  details  of  the  lease, 
which  was  under  seal,  are  given  in  the  opinion  of  the  courts  The 
Campbells  assigned  their  lease  to  one  Stevenson,  and  he  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  brought  this  action,  to  recover  for  a  quarter  which 
commenced  subsequent  to  the  assignment  to  him. 

On  the  trial,  defendant  offered  to  show  that  the  yard  was  so 
out  of  repair  that  he  could  not  use  it — that  the  Campbells  offered 
to  repair  it  so  that  he  could  have  the  privilege  in  the  yard  stipu- 
lated in  the  lease ;  and  that  defendant  took  possession  by  reason 
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of  this  promise  on  the  part  of  the  Campbells,  and  the  Campbells 
received  rent  on  the  condition  that  the  yard  should  be  repaired, 
and,  if  not  repaired,  two  quarters  of  the  rent  should  be  deducted 
in  case  defendant  continued  to  occupy  during  the  whole  lease. 
The  plaintiff  objected  to  this  evidence,  and  it  was  excluded. 
Defendant  then  offered  to  prove  that,  during  the  time  he  occu- 
pied the  premises,  he  did  not  have  the  privilege  in  the  yard  men- 
tioned in  the  lease ;  and  that  it  was  agreed  between  the  defend 
ant  and  the  Campbells,  and  before  the  Campbells'  assignment  of 
the  lease  to  Stevenson,  that  all  damages  sustained  by  defendant, 
through  his  not  having  the  privilege  of  the  yard,  should  be  de- 
ducted fix)m  the  two  quarters'  rent  last  accruing  under  the  lease ; 
and  that  defendant  sustained  damage,  by  not  having  the  privi- 
lege of  the  yard,  to  the  amount  of  $200.    The  plaintiff  objected 
to  this  unless  it  were  shown  by  a  written  agreement  under  seal, 
and  the  objection  was  sustained. 

The  justice  having  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  the 
defendant  appealed. 

H.  D.  Birdsallj  for  the  appellant 

(7.  A  T.  Stevenson,  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Brady,  J. — ^The  defendant  hired  from  A.  k  S. 
H.  Campbell,  on  the  28th  March,  1854,  by  agreement  under  seal, 
the  second  floor,  including  a  small  room  at  the  head  of  the  stairs, 
of  the  house  known  as  128  Chambers-street,  in  the  city  of  New- 
York,  with  a  privilege  in  the  yard — ^the  Campbells  agreeing 
that  the  walls  in  the  front  and  back  rooms  should  have  one  coat 
of  paint,  and  that  the  back  windows  should  be  straightened ;  and 
the  defendant  agreeing  that  he  would  make  all  other  repairs  or 
alterations  at  his  own  expense.  The  Campbells  assigned  the 
defendant's  agreement  to  one  Qeorge  Stevenson,  by  assignment 
bearing  date  Sept  16,  1854,  and  Stevenson  assigned  it  to  the 
plaintiff  by  assignment  bearing  date  Dec.  2,  1866.  The  action 
was  brought  to  recover  for  one  quarter's  rent  of  the  premises  due 
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1^  May^  1867.  On  the  trial,  the  defendant  sought  to  establish  a 
defence  by  showing  breaches  of  agreements  made  when  the 
Campbells  and  Stevenson  held  the  lease,  but  not  resting  in  cove- 
nant or  in  writing,  and  of  which  the  plaintiff  had  no  notice ;  and 
promises  by  them  to  indemnify  him  for  damages  sustained  in 
consequence  thereof. 

The  evidence  of  these  &cts  was  properly  excluded  by  the 
court  below.  An  assignee  is  bound  by  the  covenants  real  an- 
nexed to  the  estate,  and  running  with  the  land,  (1  Bev.  Stat 
747,  §§  28,  24^  26,)  but  his  liability  extends  only  to  covenants 
broken  while  he  remains  possessed  of  the  estate.  Armstrong  v. 
Wheeler,  9  Cow.  R  88;  Taylor  v.  Shum,  1  B.  &  P.  21.  He  is 
not  chargeable  fbr  a  breach  of  covenant  which  happened  previous 
to  the  assignment  to  him.  Church  Wardens  of  t^  Saviours  Soutli- 
work  v.  Smith,  Burr.  1271 ;  Ghescot  v.  Oreen,  1  Salk.  199.  The 
only  covenants  which  appear  in  the  agreement  sued  on,  affecting 
the  assignee,  aside  from  the  demise,  are  the  agreements  to  paint, 
and  the  agreement  to  straighten  the  windows.  The  defendant 
covenanted  to  make  all  other  repairs  and  alterations  at  his  own 
expense.  There  is  evidence  on  both  sides  conflicting  in  its  char- 
acter as  to  the  performance  of  the  covenant  to  straighten  the 
windows,  and  the  painting  seems  to  have  been  done.  On  this 
branch  of  the  case,  therefore,  there  is  nothing  in  the  return  which 
would  warrant  the  interference  of  this  court.  The  defendant 
must  seek  redress  against  the  Campbells  and  Stevenson  on  their 
promises  to  indemnify,  which  in  no  way  bind  the  plaintiff.  There 
is,  however,  an  offer  to  prove  a  fact,  which,  if  it  had  been  prop- 
erly presented,  and  an  exception  to  the  ruling  of  the  justice  ex- 
cluding it  properly  taken,  would  avail  the  defendant  on  this 
appeal. 

He  offered  to  show  that,  during  the  time  he  occupied  the  premi- 
ses, he  did  not  have  the  privilege  in  the  yard  granted  by  the  de- 
mise, but  it  was  coupled  with  an  agreement  between  the  Camp- 
bells and  himself  as  to  bis  allowance  for  damages  sustained  there- 
by, and  the  lime  when  they  should  be  deducted.  From  the  offer 
thus  made,  it  appears  that  the  deprivation  of  the  privilege  in  the 
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yard  occurred  during  the  time  when  the  Campbells  were  his  Utnd 
lords,  and  not  during  the  period  that  the  plaintiff  held  the  lease. 
It  was  therefore  properly  exclnded  by  the  jnstice.  If  the  .offer 
had  been  to  show  that  the  defe&dant  had  not  had  the  privilege 
in  the  yard  daring  the  time  which  had  elapsed  from  the  assign- 
ment to  the  plaintiff  we  cannot  say  bat  that  the  proof  would 
have  been  admitted.  The  case  shows  no  yiolation  of  any  agree- 
ment by  the  plaintiff  or  any  offer  to  show  any  yiolation  by  him 
of  any  covenant  or  agreement  he  was  bound  to  keep. 
Judgment  affirmed 


The  Matob,  &c.,  op  the  City  op  New  York  v.  Joseph  Hits- 

SON. 

The  power  oonferred  upon  the  derks  of  JutioeB'  courts  (aee  Laws  1840,  chap.  170,) 
in  the  absence  of  the  justice  at  the  time  to  which  the  trial  lias  been  acyounied,  to 
further  adjourn  it  without  the  appearance  or  consent  of  the  parties,  cannot  bo  ex- 
ercised until  the  hour  has  arrived  at  which  the  trial  has  been  fixed. 

Where,  on  the  day  fixed  for  the  trial,  but  before  the  hour  appointed,  and  after  the 
jastice  had  left  the  court  for  the  day,  the  derk,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  de- 
fendant, adjourned  the  cause  to  a  fUture  day,  at  which  time,  the  defendant  not 
appearing^  the  plaintiff  proceeded  to  trial  and  judgment, 

Bdi^  that,  the  a^joumuient  bj  the  derk  being  unauthorized,  it  operated  aa  a  discon- 
tinuance of  the  action ;  and,  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  the  cause  was  out  of  court, 
and  the  justice  bad  lost  juriadiotioii  to  proceed. 

Appeal,  bj  the  defendant,  fiom  a  judgment  against  him  ren- 
dered by  the  Third  District  Coart.  The  iacts  appearing  by  the 
cetom  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Samuel  F.  Clarkson^  for  the  appellant 

Oeorge  H.  Purser^  corporation  aUorney^  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — This  is  an  appeal,  by  the  defend- 
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ant,  from  a  judgment  entered  against  him  in  the  Third  District 
Court  imder  the  jfoUowing  circumstances.  The  suit  was  com- 
menced by  warrant  The  defendant  appeared,  and  issue  was 
joined  June  16th,  1857.  The  trial  was  then  adjourned  to  the 
20th  (then)  instant^  at  11  o'clock  A.  M.,  when  the  parties  appeared, 
and  a  further  a4]0umment  was  made  to  the  26th  June,  at  3  o'clock 
P.  M.,  at  which  time  the  defendant  appeared  with  his  witnesses, 
and  neither  the  justice,  or  clerk,  or  plaintiff's  counsel,  -Were  pre- 
sent. He  waited  luitil  the  court  room  was  closed,  and  only  de- 
parted after  being  informed  by  the  constable  in  attendance  that 
the  justice  had  left^  and  no  court  would  be  held  on  that  day.  It 
appears  that,  at  some  time  before  3  o'clock  P.  M.  on  the  25th, 
but  after  the  justice  had  left  the  court,  the  clerk,  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendant,  adjourned  the  trial  to  the  29th  of 
June,  at  which  day,  the  plaintiJOb  appearing,  and  the  defendant 
not,  the  justice  proceeded  with  the  trial  and  rendered  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff. 

In  the  absence  of  the  justice  at  the  (tVne  to  which  the  trial  had 
been  adjourned  by  him,  the  clerk  was  authorized  to  further  ad- 
journ the  cause  to  the  29th,  without  the  consent  of  the  parties, 
and  without  their  appearing.  2  B,  S.  (4th  ed.)  434,  §  45  ;  Laws 
of  1840,  ch.  170,  p.  128.  But  this  power  could  not  be  exercised 
by  the  derk  in  the  absence,  or  without  the  consent,  of  both  par- 
ties, until  the  hour  had  arrived  on  the  25th  of  June  to  which  the 
trial  had  been  postponed. 

The  adjournment  by  the  clerk,  being  unauthorized  by  law, 
amounted  to  a  discontinuance  of  the  action,  and,  at  the  time  of 
the  trial,  the  cause  was  out  of  court,  and  the  justice  had  no  juris- 
diction to  i»x)ceed  in  it  Proudfit  v.  Hurmans,  8  John.  891 ; 
Lynalcy  v.  Pendegrast,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  43  ;  Bedfidd  v.  Florence^  2 
E.  D.  Smith,  339 ;  Hani  v.  Wickwire,  10  Wend.  102. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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£2fANU£L  HfiLLKAN  V.  JULIUS  StRAUSS. 

An  actkm  may  be  mainUined  to  reoover  badk  a  part  payicast  made  upon  an  execa- 
toiy  contract  bj  parol  fiv  the  sale  of  land,  where  the  purchaser  was  induced  to 
enter  into  the  contract  by  a  ialae  representation  by  the  vendor  as  to  a  material 
tact 

"Whether  such  an  action  can  be  maintained  where  the  contract  is  free  from  fraud, 
and  the  irendor  is  able  and  willing  to  perform,^iMeref    Per  Dalt,  First  Judge. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  Court.  The  com- 
plaint stated  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  a  parol 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  a  house  by  defendant  to  the  plaintiff; 
that  plaintiff  was  induced  to  enter  into  this  agreement  by  the 
fiilse  and  fraudulent  representation  by  defendant  that  he,  defend- 
ant|  had  seen  Mr.  Julius  Wadsworth,  the  agent  of  the  person 
who  held  a  mortgage  on  the  house,  and  that  he  had  told  defend- 
ant the  mortgage  would  not  be  called  in  for  several  years,  in  case 
the  interest  was  paid ;  and  that,  relying  on  this  statement,  plain- 
tiff was  induced  to  pay  to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $500,  which 
he  now  claimed  to  recover  back. 

On  the  trial  in  the  Marine  Court  the  plaintiff  recovered  judg- 
ment^ which  was  affirmed  by  the  general  term  of  that  court  on 
appeal.  From  that  judgment  of  affirmance,  the  defendant  ap- 
pealed to  this  court 

A,  J.  Perry  tor  the  appellant  L  An  executory  agreement  by 
parol,  for  the  conveyance  of  land,  is  not  an  illegal  contract.  It 
is  only  such  a  contract  as  cannot,  before  any  part  performance, 
be  enforced,  either  party  objecting.  AU^oU  v.  Draper^  4  Denio, 
51.  n.  The  part  performance  of  the  contract  by  plaintifE^  in  the 
payment  of  $600,  gave  him  no  right  to  other  than  the  stipulated 
consideration  therefor  until,  or  unless,  defendant  be  in  de&nlt 
Greenby  v.  Cheevera,  9  J.  It  126 ;  EUia  v.  Haakina,  14  J.  It  863 ; 
Hudaon  v.  Swifl,  20  J.  R  24 ;  FuUer  v.  WiUiama,  7  Cowen,  68. 
IIL  The  plaintiff  having  voluntarily  paid  money  in  part  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  not  imlawful  to  be  made,  cannot  recover  it  back 
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while  defendant  is  willing  to  complete.  BatUe  v.  Rochester  City 
Bank,  8  Com,  92 ;  Dowdk  v.  Camp,  12  J.  R  451 ;  Abbott  v.  Dra- 
per,  4  Denio,  51.  IV.  The  contract  was  as  well  for  the  sale  of 
chattels  as  real  estate.  A  distinct  price  was  placed  upon  each. 
The  agreement  is  divisible,  and  the  court  will  uphold  it  as  a  con* 
tract  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  chattels ;  the  &cts  bringing  that 
part  of  the  contract  clearly  within  the  rule  upholding  the  sale  of 
chattels. 

Pinner/  <k  Postley,  for  the  respondent.  I.  The  plaintiff  claims 
to  recover  upon  two  grounds :  Ist  Fraud  on  the  part  of  the  de* 
fendant,  in  obtaining  the  contract  and  money ;  2d.  Upon  the 
ground  that  the  contract  was  within  the  statute  of  frauda  The 
evidence  sustains  both  positions.  The  case  is  cleariy  within  the 
statute  of  frauds,  and  the  plaintiff's  action  for  the  money  paid 
is  maintainable.  Burlingame  v.  Burlingame,  7  Cowen,  92 ;  King 
V.  Brown,  2  Hill,  485. 

n.  If  the  law  is  against  the  plaintiff,  the  question  of  fraud  was 
a  question  of  fact,  and  the  verdict  ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 
Fraud  avoids  all  contracts. 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — It  was  held  in  Dowdk  v. 
Camp  (12  John.  451),  that  money,  paid  as  part  of  the  purchase 
money  upon  a  parol  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  could  not  be 
recovered  back,  as  the  contract,  though  not  binding  upon  the  par- 
ties, was  not  illegal  at  its  inception ;  and,  there  being  a  part  per- 
formance by  the  payment  of  part  of  the  purchase  money,  a  court 
of  equity  would  compel  a  conveyance.  But,  in  Rice  v.  Peet,  (15 
John.  503,)  the  plaintiff)  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received, 
recovered  the  amount  of  a  note  which  had  been  given  by 
him  to  the  defendant,  as  a  pledge  or  security  for  the  perform- 
ance of  a  parol  contract  for  an  exchange  of  farms ;  the  money  upon 
which  note  had  been  obtained  by  the* defendant;  although  the 
plaintiff  failed  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement ;  the  cour<^ 
assigning,  as  one  of  the  grounds  for  its  judgment,  that  the  mouey 
was  received  by  the  defendant  without  consideration — ^the  agree- 
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tnent  by  parol  for  the  exchange  of  farms  being  void  by  statute. 
rhe  ground  assigned  in  this  case  was  recognized  in  Burlingame 
V.  Burlingame  (7  Cow.  92)  without  objection,  and  the  rule  or 
principle  dedacible  from  it,  was  declared,  in  King  v.  Broom  (2 
Hill,  485),  to  be,  that  as  the  contract  is  void,  and  incapable  of 
bring  enforced  in  a  court  of  law,  the  party  paying  the  money  in 
pursuance  of  it,  may  treat  it  as  a  nullity,  and  recover  the  money 
back.  In  AbboU  v.  Draper  (4  Denio,  51),  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff,  who  had  delivered  goods  in  part  performance  of  a  parol 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  land,  and  who  had  entered  upon  the 
possession  of  the  land,  could  not  recover  for  the  goods  until  he 
bad  restored  the  possession  of  the  land  to  the  defendant  and  de- 
tnanded  back  what  had  been  advanced  upon  the  contract.  Bron- 
30N,  Ch.  J.,  went  further,  and  declared  that,  as  long  as  the  ven- 
lor  is  not  in  default,  but  is  ready  to  perform  the  contract  on  his 
part,  the  vendee  could  not  recall  a  payment  made  upon  the  parol 
Agreement  The  reasoning  of  the  learned  chief  justice  is  that,  as 
the  vendor  is  not  in  the  wrong,  but  is  able  and  willing  to  perform, 
he  cannot  be  regarded  as  holding  the  money  as  debtor,  but  as 
Dwner ;  that  the  consideration  upon  which  it  was  paid  has  not 
&iled,  and  a  promise  to  repay  it  cannot  therrfore  be  implied. 

Without  expressing  any  opinion  as  to  the  correctness  of  this 
7iew  of  the  law,  it  is  sufficient,  for  the  disposition  of  the  case  now 
before  us,  to  say  that  a  material  representation  was  made  by  the 
defendant  Strauss  to  the  plaintiff,  when  the  parol  agreement  was 
made  for  the  purchase  of  the  house  and  lot,  that  is,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  seen  the  agent  of  the  owner  of  the  mortgage  subject 
to  which  the  conveyance  was  to  be  made,  a  few  days  before,  in 
Wall  street,  and  that  he,  the  agent,  said  that  the  mortgage  could 
lay  as  long  as  the  interest  was  paid.  That  this  was  deemed  ma- 
terial by  the  plaintiff,  appears  from  his  declaring,  when  the  agree- 
ment was  entered  into,  and  the  $500  paid  as  part  of  the  purchase 
money,  that  he  wanted  the  mortgage  to  lay  five  years.  The  agent 
testified  that  he  had  not  seen  the  defendant,  and  had  made  no  such 
statement  to  him ;  but  the  agent  informed  the  plaintiff  that  $2,000 
apon  the  mortgage  would  have  to  be  paid  in  the  spring,  and  that 
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the  residue  might  remain  for  three  years.  Witnesses  were  called 
by  the  defendant,  who  testified  that  he  did  not  say  that  he  had 
seen  the  agent,  and  that  he  merely  stated  that  he  presumed  that 
the  mortgage  could  lay  as  long  as  the  interest  was  paid ;  but, 
upon  this  conflicting  evidence,  the  finding  of  the  court  below  is 
conclusiye,  and  it  must  be  assumed  here  that  the  defendant  made 
the  statement  attributed  to  him  by  the  plainti£f 's  witnesses.  The 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  repudiate  the  agreement,  and  demand  the 
return  of  his  money,  upon  learning  that  the  statement  was  untruCi 
and  that  $2,000  would  have  to  be  paid  upon  the  mortgage  in  a 
month,  and  the  balance  in  three  years,  is  a  proposition  so  plain, 
that  it  needs  but  to  be  stated.  The  agreement,  being  by  parol, 
was  not  binding  upon  him,  and  it  would  be  preposterous  to  hold, 
that  because  he  made  a  partial  payment  under  such  a  contract^ 
that  he  must  either  forfeit  what  he  has  paid,  or  accept  a  convey- 
ance of  the  premises  burthened  with  obligations  which  he  never 
contemplated,  and  against  which  he  expressly  provided.  The 
cases  above  referred  to,  which  are  relied  upon  by  the  appellant, 
afford  no  countenance  for  a  construction  of  the  law  so  palpably 
inequitable  and  unjust. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


John  Coopsb  and  John  B.  Coopeb  v.  Wzlliam  W.  Einket 

and  others. 


In  ML  action  oonunenoed  in  the  ICarine  Court  bj  a  tummong  wbidi  reqaired  the  de> 
ftodants  to  answer  "a  complaint  for  a  money  demand  on  oontract|"  the  plaintiffl^ 
oo  the  leton  of  the  lanmiona,  the  defendants  having  appeared,  applied  for  leaTe 
to  amend  it  bj  substituting  the  words  "  an  ii^ury  to  personal  property  "  for  **  a 
monej  demand  on  contract"  The  court  permitted  the  amendment,  and  the  d^ 
fendants  excepted. 

BeHdf  on  appeal,  that  permitting  the  amendment  was  an  act  of  discretion  on  th«  pait 
of  the  court  below,  which  was  not  properlj  the  subject  of  review. 
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Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  Court  The  hcts  are 
s'lSciently  stated  in  the  opinion. 

B.  Winne  and  F.  HughsoUj  for  the  appellants. 

J.  R.  Flanagcm^  foit  the  respcmdents. 

By  the  C!ourt^  Hilton,  J. — This  action  was  commenced  by  the 
isBuing  of  a  summons,  requiring  the  defendants  to  answer  to  "  a 
complaint  for  a  money  demand  upon  contractb'^  On  the  return 
of  the  summons  the  parties  appeared,  and  the  plaintifi  then  ap« 
plied  to  the  court  for  leave  to  amend  the  summons  by  striking 
out  the  words  "a  money  demand  on  contract,"  and  inserting,  in 
lieu  thereo!^  "  injury  to  personal  property,"  and  thus  change  the 
character  of  the  action  from  contract  to  tort  The  court  permitted 
the  amendment,  and  the  defendants  excepted  *'  on  the  ground 
that  the  court  had  no  power  to  amend  process  after  it  had  once 
issued." 

Every  court  has  power  to  amend  its  process  and  proceedings, 
(2  R  S.  424^  §  1,)  and  courts  of  record  have  this  power  not  only 
conferred  upon  them  by  express  enactment,  (Code,  §  173,)  but  are 
required  ''  to  disregard  any  error  or  defect  in  the  pleadings  or  pro- 
ceedings which  shall  not  affect  the  substantial  rights  of  the  adverse 
party."  Code,  §  176.  This  being  the  rule  in  courts  where  for- 
merly adherence  to  strict  form  has  often  been  deemed  essential, 
there  certainly  exists  no  reason  for  the  application  of  a  more 
stringent  practice  than  has  heretofore  prevailed  upon  this  subject 
in  justices'  and  other  inferior  courts. 

It  has  always  been  their  duty  to  allow  such  amendments  as 
will  promote  substantial  justice  between  the  parties ;  and  in  this 
case^  the  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  to,  and  subject 
matter  of,  the  action,  permitting  the  amendment  was  an  act  of 
discretion  which  will  not  be  reviewed  by  u&  Code,  §  886 ;  OoU 
vin  V.  Cbrwinj  15  Wend.  567 ;  Brace  v.  Benson^  10  Wend.  218 ; 
FuUon  V.  Heakm,  1  Barb.  &  C.  562. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Elizabeth  Dowys  v.  Joks  HcGltss. 


Is  as  ftstioD  •(Most  s  oODiCable  for  fiuhae  to  TCtara  SI  ezBC^^ 
to  piT  tb*  MDooDt  ooOeotod.  it  appeand  tint  tiie  <W<wnd«m.  after  reoesTiiig  the 
«x«cctit9ii,  defirend  it  to  another  cwlaMr,  who  made  the  moocf  upon  it,  and  off- 
end it  t^^  piaiatifl^  leai  a  certain  aam  which  rJaintiflT  had  agreed  to  pa j  him  far  mak- 
ing tat  crAiectioa, 

BHi  thai,  DOtwithftaiidiDg  these  fiiel%  tiie  plaintiir  was  eotiOed  to  recorer. 

Wb«s  an  exeeotkm  is  duly  Jwued  to  m  eoailable,  it  becomw  hii  dstj  to  execufe  il 
iopctaoa.    Ha  baa  no  po««r  to  flobititoto  aootber  ooDataUe  im  hia  plaee. 

A  ha/gain  betw€<tt  the  plaintiff  in  an  executioi^  and  the  oOoer  holding  it^  fix-  the 
pajment  of  m  oompenaation  bcjond  that  allowed  by  law  lor  the  ooUection,  if 

Whether,  tmder  section  57  of  the  Difltrict  Gooita  Act  (1 1«wi  of  1657,  tOTX  ft  < 
Ue  is  liable  €ot  ft  mere  neg^eot  to  return  an  execution,  when  he  has  not 
ao/tinng  vpoA  it| 


Appeal,  by  plaintifl^  finom  a  jodgmeiit  of  tlie  Sixth  District 
Court  The  defendant  was  a  constable  of  the  court,  and  was 
sued  for  neglect  to  return  an  execution  issued  to  him  in  fiiyor  of 
the  plunti£    The  tstcta  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Henry  ChuUar^  for  the  appellant 

Dirfendor/A  Aikin,  for  the  req>ondeni. 

By  the  Court,  Brady,  J. — The  defendant  was  sued  for  neglect 
ing  to  return  an  execution,  issued  to  him  as  a  constable  from  the 
Sixth  District  Court  of  this  city,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  Tho 
defendant  admitted  the  receipt  of  the  execution,  and  that  be  had 
not  returned  it,  but  sought  to  shield  himself  from  liability  by 
showing  that  he  delivered  it  to  another  constable  named  Cushing^ 
who,  after  he  had  received  it  from  the  defendant,  collected  the 
amount,  and,  it  seems,  offered  it  to  the  plaintifi^  less  $10,  which 
she  agreed  to  pay  Cushing  if  he  collected  the  amount  saving  her 
from  all  risks  of  replevin,  &c.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  proof 
of  the  witness  Cushing,  but  no  exception  was  taken  to  the  decision 
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of  the  justice  overraling  the  objection.  It  also  appeared,  by  the 
testimony  of  the  defendant,  that  he  had  never  requested  Cushing 
to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  money,  or  to  pay  it  into  court.  The  57th 
section  of  the  act  relating  to  the  district  courts  (1  Laws  of  1857, 
r07,  §  57)  provides  that  a  constable  shall  be  liable  to  a  party  in 
ivhose  favor  an  execution  is  issued  to  him,  for  the  amount  there- 
of) "  when  he  suffers  the  twenty  days  to  elapse  without  making 
%  true  return  thereof  and  filing  the  same  with  the  derk  of  the 
court,  and  paying  to  him,  or  to  the  party  entitled  thereto,  the 
money  collected  thereon  by  him."  The  plaintiff  based  her  action 
on  the  section  referred  to,  and  was  entitied  to  recover.  Sec- 
tion 52  of  the  act  of  1857  provides  that  the  execution  issued  out 
of  the  district  courts  must  be  directed  to  a  constable  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  and,  when  this  has  been  done,  it  is  hardly  neces- 
sary to  state  tiiat  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  execute 
it  diligentiy,  and  according  to  law.  He  is  not  gifled  with  the 
power  of  substitution,  and  cannot  shake  off  the  burden  of  dis- 
charging his  duty.  He  may  do  so,  perhaps,  by  consent  of  the 
parly  in  interest ;  but  the  coiCrts  would  look  with  jealousy  upon 
such  a  proceeding,  to  see  that  no  undue  advantage  was  taken  of 
the  judgment  creditor.  In  this  case,  when  the  transfer  of  the 
process  was  made  by  the  defendant,  the  constable,  Cushing,  to 
whom  it  had  been  given,  proceeded  to  make  a  void  bargain  {Hatch 
V.  Mann,  15  Wend.  44)  for  the  price  to  be  paid  for  collecting  it, 
and,  it  would  seem,  as  before  stated,  after  he  had  made  the  mo- 
ney, offered  it  to  the  plaintiff^  less  the  amount  to  be  paid  him 
under  the  agreement  Neither  he  nor  the  defendant  paid  the 
money  into  court,  and  thus  this  case  furnishes  an  illustration  of 
the  evils  to  spring  from  any  rule  other  than  that  holding  these 
officers  to  a  strict  accountabili^.  The  defendant  possessing  no 
power  to  delegate  his  trust  to  another,  and  the  money  having 
been  made  on  the  execution  delivered  to  him,  the  presumption  oi 
law  is  that  he  made  it  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  execution,  and, 
having  fiuled  to  return  it,  and  to  pay  over,  his  liability  was  con- 
summated. He  must  look  to  his  deputy  for  indemnity,  and  can- 
not complain  if  he  fisdls  to  acquire  it  in  that  direction.    There 
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may  be  some  doubt  whether,  under  the  67th  section  considered, 
a  constable  is  liable  for  a  mere  neglect  to  return  an  execution, 
not  having  made  anything  upon  it|  but  that  question  does  not 
necessarily  arise.  The  money  was  made  in  this  case,  and  the 
defendant  must  be  subjected  to  the  l^gal  maxim  ''  quifacUper 
alium/aciiper  ^e." 
Judgment  reversed. 


Yabnum  S.  Mills  v.  Isaac  G-.  Peabsoit. 

To  maintun  an  action  on  contract^  it  must  appear  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  onlj 
person  possessed  of  any  ownership  or  ipterest  in  the  denuuid ;  so  that,  on  a  recov- 
ery and  subsequent  payment,  all  rights  of  action  in  respect  to  it  will  be  barred  as 
against  the  defendant. 

Where  plaintiff  saed  as  assignee  of  a  demand  which  originaDy  aooraed  to  two 
partners,  but  the  assignment  proved  was  executed  by  but  oae  of  the  partners, 
and  purported  to  transfer  only  hia  "  right,  title,  and  interest "  in  the  daim,  and 
there  was  no  proof  that  the  partnership  had  been  dissolved,  or  that  the  daim  was 
ever  vested  in  the  partner  making  the  assignment,  or  that  the  other  partner  bad 
ever  done  any  act  which  would  estop  him,  or  would  vest  his  interest  in  the  assets 
of  the  firm  in  his  partner,  Juid,  that  the  plaintiff  oould  not  maintain  his  actioii. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  general  term  ol 
the  Marine  Court,  affirming  a  judgment  of  a  single  justice  of  that 
court  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  and  judgment  was  r^idered  in  fisivor  of  the  plaintiSl 
The  grounds  of  the  action,  and  of  the  defence,  appear  in  the 
opinion* 

Emerson  A  Prichard^  for  the  appellant 
0.  R.  SUekj  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J.— The  plaintiff  sues  to  recover  the 
value  of  a  dome  light  furnished  a  house  in  Tenth  streeti  built  for 
Mr.  Lanier  by  James  OwenS|  and  <^  which  the  defendant  was  the 
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architect.  The  dome  was  purchased  of  the  firm  of  Sharp  &  Steel, 
who  manufactured  it,  and  put  it  up,  as  is  claimed^  at  the  re- 
quest o^  and  for,  the  defendant.  There  was  no  question  as 
to  the  delivery  of  the  dome  light,  or  its  value ;  but  the  defend- 
ant insists :  1st  That  the  demand  sued  upon  belonged  to  the  firm 
of  Sharp  &  Steel,  and  the  plaintiff  has  not  acquired  such  a  right 
to  it  as  enables  him  to  maintain  an  action  alone  to  recover  upon 
it ;  2d.  That,  on  the  question  whether  the  defendant,  in  purchas- 
ing the  dome  light,  was  the  agent  of  the  builder,  James  Owens, 
the  court  erred  in  rejecting  the  offer  of  the  defendant  to  show  by 
competent  evidence  that  Owens  was  bound  to  furnish  the  dome 
light,  and  had  been  actually  paid  for  it  by  the  owner,  Lanier. 

The  plaintiff,  at  the  trial,  proved  an  assignment  made  to  him 
in  the  following  words : 

*'  New  York,  March  10th,  1857. 
"  This  is  to  certify  that  /,  Henry  Sharp,  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  have  this  day  sold  my  claim,  right,  title,  and  interest  in  a 
certain  debt  of  sixty  dollars  due  me  by  Mr.  I.  G.  Pearson,  archi- 
tect, of  said  city,  to  wit :  For  one  dome  light  of  stained  glass, 
executed  and  delivered,  as  per  order  of  said  architect,  to  Mr. 
Yamum  S.  Mills,  for  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars  to  me  in  hand  paid, 

receipt  of  which  is  hereby  acknowledged. 

Henry  Shaiip." 

Sharp  was  then  offered  as  a  witness,  and  testified  that  he 
was  one  of  the  firm  of  Sharp  &  Steel ;  that  the  dome  light 
was  purchased  of,  and  made  by,  them ;  that  he  had  executed  and 
delivered  the  assignment  for  the  consideration  expressed  in  it ; 
that  the  firm  had  never  been  formally  dissolved ;  that  he  had 
nothing  to  show  from  his  partner,  Steel,  respecting  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  firm,  or  any  transfer  of  this  claim  to  him ;  that  no 
entry  upon  either  subject  is  contained  in  the  books  of  the  firm  ; 
that  he  took  the  business  and  the  bills,  and  paid  Steel  off ;  and 
that  Steel  had  gone  to  Europe. 

To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action,  it  was  necessary 
for  him  to  show,  by  competent  and  conclusive  evidence,  that  he- 
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was  the  only  person  possessed  of  any  ownership  or  interest  in 
the  claim  sued  on,  so  that,  upon  a  recovery  and  subsequent  pay- 
ment, all  rights  of  action  in  respect  to  this  demand  would  be 
barred  as  against  the  defendant. 

Was  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action 
of  this  nature  7  Was  it  such  as  would  be  an  effectual  bar  against 
any  subsequent  claim  of  Mr.  Steel  7 

There  was  no  evidence  that  the  firm  had  ever  been  dissolved, 
nor  that  this  claim  ever  belonged  to  the  witness  Sharp  individu- 
ally, of  such  a  conclusive  character  as  would  prevent  the  copart- 
ner Steel  maintaining  an  action  similar  to  this.  No  act  of  Steel 
was  shown  which  would  conclude  him  from  denying  either  of 
these  propositions,  or  would  vest  his  interest  in  the  assets  of  the 
firm  in  his  copartner  Sharp. 

To  permit  the  plaintiff  to  recover  upon  such  evidence,  would 
be  a  violation  of  the  familiar  rule  which  requires  all  the  parties 
living,  and  having  the  legal  interest  in  a  joint  contract,  to  join 
in  an  action  brought  upon  it, — a  rule  not  only  just  in  itself,  but 
which  should  be  adhered  to,  for  the  reason  that  if  several  parties 
were  allowed  to  bring  actions  for  one  and  the  same  cause,  the 
court  would  be  in  doubt  for  which  to  give  judgment  1  Chitty 
on  Pleading,  6,  6 ;  CoUyer  on  Partnership,  §  649 ;  Dob  v.  Halsey^ 
16  John.  84.  Whether,  if  Sharp  had,  subsequent  to  the  dissolu- 
tion, signed  the  name  of  the  firm  to  a  transfer  of  this  claim,  the 
action  might  have  been  maintained  in  the  name  of  the  assignee, 
it  is  not  necessary  here  to  determine ;  as  the  asmgnment  offered  is 
not  so  signed,  nor  does  it  purport  to  sell  or  transfer  anything  be- 
yond the  individual  ''  right,  title,  and  interest "  of  Sharp  to  the 
debt  in  question. 

The  evidence  of  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  sue  alone  was  not 
sufficient,  and  the  defendant's  motion  at  the  trial  to  dismiss  the 
complaint  on  the  ground  of  the  non-joinder  of  William  Steel, 
should  have  been  granted. 

This  conclusion  renders  it  unnecessary  to  examine  the  remain- 
ing ground  of  appeal. 

Judgment  reversed. 


NEW  YORK— JUXE,  1858.  19 

Place  y.  Union  Exprcn  Ga 


Charles  Place,  Jr.,  v.  The  Union  Express  Company. 


Express  companies  who  receive  and  agree  to  transport  goods  or  packages  fW)m  place 
to  place  for  hire,  in  the  ordinary  and  approved  means  of  conveyance,  are  common 
carriers,  although  they  are  not  owners  of|  nor  interested  in,  the  conveyances  by 
wiiich  the  goods  are  tranaported,— disapproving  Hersfidd  v.  Adams,  19  Barb.  677. 

A  forwarder  is  one  who^  for  a  compensation,  takes  charge  of  goods  entrusted  or 
directed  to  him,  and  forwards  them ;  that  is,  puts  them  on  the  way  to  their  pUce 
of  destination  by  the  ordinary  and  usual  means  of  conveyance,  or  according  to  the 
instructions  he  receives.  His  compensation  is  limited  to  his  care  and  trouble,  and 
the  charges  paid  by  him  in  receiving,  keeping,  and  duly  forwarding ;  and,  when 
he  has  plaeed  the  goods  in  the  course  of  transit  by  the  proper  oonveyanoe,  his  duty 
is  at  an  end.  He  has  no  interest  in,  and  receives  no  part  of  the  oompensatkm  paid 
for  the  carriage  and  due  delivery  of  the  goods. 

A  common  carrier  is  one  who,  for  a  reward,  undertakes  to  carry  goods  for  persons 
generally,  as  a  public  employment  It  is  the  receipt  of;  or  the  right  to,  the  freight 
or  charge  for  the  carriage  of  goods,  together  with  the  public  nature  of  their  em- 
ployment^ that  constitutes  them  common  carriers. 

Hw  U.  Express  Ca  received  certam  boxes  of  fruit,  which  they  agreed,  by  a  receipt 
ir*  writing,  to  deliver  at  the  depot  at  H.  within  twelve  days,  on  payment  of  fit>ight, 
stipulating  against  accidents  and  casualties  beyond  their  control,  and  particulariy 
that  their  (guaranty  of  special  dispatdi  should  not  cover  oases  of  unavoidable  or 
extraordinary  casualty.  They  also  stipulated  that  fhiit  should  be  at  tlie  owner^s 
risk  of  transportation,  loading,  and  unloading ;  that  they  would  not  bo  liable  for 
injury  to  any  articles  of  freight,  during  the  course  of  transportation,  occasioned  by 
the  weather,  or  accidental  delays,  or  natural  tendency  to  decay ;  that  they  would 
pay  five  cents  per  100  pounds  for  each  day  the  goods  were  delayed  beyond  con- 
tract time^  and  that  all  claims  for  damages,  Ac,  should  be  presented  for  settlement 
at  their  office  in  New  York.  They  shipped  the  fhiit  so  received  to  U.,  the  place 
of  its  destination,  via  the  N.  Y  (X  RR.  and  the  6.  W.  RR.,  -with  which  roads  alone 
they  had  any  arrangements  for  transportation.  For  nearly  two  months  prior  to 
their  taking  the  fruit  in  question,  the  O.  W.  RR  Go.  had  been  unable  to  receive 
freight  as  &st  as  the  N.  Y.  G.  RR.  delivered  it,  and,  in  consequence,  there  was  a 
great  accumulation  of  it,  and  a  delay  of  at  least  ten  days,  on  the  average,  in 
the  transportation.  The  fruit  in  question  was,  in  consequence,  delayed  over  twenty 
days  upon  the  route,  and  was  nearly  ruined  by  decay  when  it  reached  M.  There 
was  another  road  by  which  the  fruit  might  have  been  sent,  but  the  U.  Express 
Co.  hod  no  arrangements  for  transportation  with  that  road.  In  an  action  against 
the  U.  Express  Ca  to  recover  damages  for  the  injury  to  the  fruit,  hdd, — 

L  Tliat  ihc  defendant^}'  agreement  to  deliver  the  freight  received,  according  to  the 
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oonditioQS  of  their  tarifT,  classification,  and  rules,  rendered  them  liable  as  common 
earners  for  the  safe  carriage  and  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  subjected  tbem  to  the 
liabUity  incident  to  that  employment,  except  so  far  as  it  was  limited  by  express 
stipulation. 

II.  That  proof  by  the  consignee  that  he  did  not  receive  the  goods  within  the  time 
specified,  coupled  with  evidence  that  a  part  of  them  did  not  arrive,  was  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  failure  of  the  defeodanta  to  deliver  at  the  depot  at  K.,  to  throw  on 
tliem  the  onus  of  showing  when  the  fruit  did  arrive  at  the  depot.  It  was  a  mat- 
ter peculiarly  within  their  knowledge^  and  slight  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  was  therefore  sufficient  to  throw  on  them  the  burden  of  proot 

IIL  That  the  defendants  were  liable  for  the  decay  of  the  fruit.  The  clause  provid- 
ing that  they  should  not  be  liable  for  natural  decay,  must  be  understood  as  apply- 
ing to  decay  to  which  the  fruit  might  be  subject  during  the  prescribed  time  within 
which  the  defendants  undertook  to  deliver  it  at  M.,  not  to  such  as  was  occasioned 
by  the  defendants'  delay. 

IV.  That  the  clause  providing  that  the  defendants  should  pay  five  cents  per  100 
pounds  for  every  day  the  goods  were  delayed  beyond  the  time  fixed  by  the  con- 
tract for  delivery,  did  not  limit  the  liability  of  the  defendants  thereto.  They  weie 
liable  in  that  amount  whether  the  plaintiff  suffered  any  loss  by  the  delay  or  not, 
and  were  also  liable  for  any  actual  damage  to  the  fruit  occasioned  by  such  doiay. 
ThaA  clause  in  the  agreement  applied  only  to  casec  where  the  property  was  de- 
livered uninjured,  but  after  the  oontract  time. 

y.  That  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff;  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  de- 
fendants' liability,  to  present  the  daim  for  settlement  to  them,  at  their  office  in 
New  York.  In  order  to  avail  thamselvea  of  any  defence  arising  under  the  clauxe 
of  the  oontract  providing  for  such  demand,  it  was  necessary  fur  them  to  plead  a 
readiness  to  pay  the  amount  of  damages  at  such  place,  and  follow  it  up  by  a 
tender  of  the  amount  in  court 

yi.  That  the  facts  shown  as  being  the  cause  of  the  delay  did  not  prove  that  it  was* 
the  result  of  an  accident  or  casualty  beyond  the  defendants'  control  It  was  their 
duty  to  have  known  the  conditions  and  po«ibilities  of  transportation  upon  the 
routes  over  which  they  were  accustomed  to  transport  their  goods,  before  entering 
into  a  contract  to  deliver  within  a  specified  number  of  days;  especially  so  when 
the  cause  of  the  detention  yvas  a  disarrangement  and  want  of  facilities  upon  one 
of  the  roads  not  of  a  sudden  development^  or  of  a  temporary  duration,  but  one 
that  bad  existed  for  some  time  prior  to  their  making  the  contract. 

Where  there  is  a  special  contract  to  cany  witliin  a  prescribed  time,  the  carrier  i 
held  to  a  rigid  performance  of  it,  and  is  not  excused  even  by  inevitable  necessit; 
unless  he  has  provided  against  it  by  positive  stipulation. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  Court 
general  term.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  ^ 
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non-delivery  of  fifty  boxes  of  fruit  entrusted  to  the  defendants  at 
the  city  of  New  York,  to  be  transported  to  Milwaukee.  Fifty  boxes 
were  delivered  to  the  defendants  for  transportation  on  the  9th  of 
April,  1856,  and  the  other  hundred  boxes  were  delivered  to  them 
on  the  26th  of  April,  1856.     By  the  receipts,  pven  by  the  defend- 
ants at  the  time,  they  contracted  to  transport  the  firuit  and  deliver 
it  at  Hie  depot  oj  the  railroad  in  Milwaukee  within  twelve  days  from 
the  date  of  the  receipts  respectively,  Sundays,  accidents,  and 
casualties  beyond  their  control  excepted ;  or  pay  five  cents  per 
100  lbs.  per  day  for  each  day  the  goods  were  delayed  beyond 
contract  time ;  all  claims  for  damages  to  be  presented  at  the  New 
York  office  for  settlement    The  receipts  flurther  provided  that 
the  defendants  would  not  be  liable  for  injury  to  any  articles  of 
freight  during  the  course  of  transportation  occasioned  by  the 
weather,  or  accidental  delays,  or  natural  tendency  to  decay ;  nor 
would  their  guaranty  of  special  dispatch,  cover  cases  of  unavoid- 
able or  extraordinary  casualty ;  nor  would  they  hold  themselves 
liable,  as  forwarders,  for  such  articles  after  their  arrival  at  the 
place  of  their  destination ;  and  that  certain  articles  specified,  in- 
cluding fruity  would  only  be  taken  at  the  owner's  risk  of  firac- 
ture  or  injury  during  the  course  of  transportation,  loading,  and 
unloading,  unless  specially  agreed  to  the  contrary. 

The  goods  were  not  delivered  within  the  prescribed  time.  Six 
boxes  of  the  first  fifty  were  never  delivered.  The  remaining  forty 
four  boxes  were  not  received  by  the  consignee  until  the  8th  and 
9th  of  May — twenty-nine  days  from  their  receipt  by  the  company. 
The  firuit  was  then  decayed,  and  nearly  ruined.  The  second  lot 
arrived  on  the  17th  and  21st  of  May,  from  twenty -one  to  twenty- 
five  days  afi^er  their  receipt,  and  was  also  badly  spoiled.  The 
&cts  constituting  the  cause  of  the  detention  are  fully  stated  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court  Judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff 
for  $475.00  damages,  being  the  loss  in  the  value  of  the  fruit,  and 
the  five  cents  per  day  per  100  pounds  named  in  the  contract 
This  judgment  was  affinned  at  the  general  term  of  the  Marine 
Courts  and  the  defendants  appealed. 
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Luther  R,  Marshy  for  the  appellants. 

L  The  rights  of  the  parties  are  to  be  adjudged  according  to  the 
written  contracts.  The  defendants  had  a  right  to  enter  into  them, 
and  to  define  or  restrict  their  liability. 

Common  carriers,  even,  may  do  this.  The  Mer.  MuL  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Chase^  1  E.  D.  Smith's  Rep.  115 ;  Davidson  v.  Qraham — Ohio 
case,  Am.  Law  Reg.,  vol.  8,  No.  5,  p.  291 ;  Dorr  v.  N.  J.  S.  Nav- 
igation Co.,  1  Kernan  R.  485.  But  expressmen  or  forwarders, 
like  these  defendants,  are  not  within  such  restrictions  as  yet  exist 
against  common  carriers.  12  J.  R  232 ;  Hersfidd  v.  Adams,  19 
Barb.  R.  577.  It  was  admitted,  in  this  case,  that  the  defend- 
ants do  not  own,  and  are  not  interested  in,  the  lines  or  routes  by 
which  the  freight  they  carry  is  transported,  nor  in  the  vehicles 
by  which  the  same  is  carried. 

n.  The  defendants,  accordipg  to  their  contract,  are  not  liable 
at  all  to  the  plaintiff!  1.  The  contract  is  "  to  deliver  at  the  depot 
of  the  RR.  in  Milwaukee.^  No  breach  of  this  contract  is  shown. 
The  plaintiff  has  not  shown  that  the  goods  did  not  all  arrive  at 
the  depot  within  the  contract  time.  The  consignee  is  the  only  one 
who  testified  on  this  subject,  and  he  only  speaks  of  the  time  he 
received  the  firuit,  or  of  the  time  it  arrived  at  his  store  or  possession. 
He  does  not  show  that  he  called  for  it  at  the  depot — ^the  place  of 
delivery — at  the  expiration  of  the  contract  time,  or  at  any  time 
after,  till  the  time  he  received  it.  "  There  must  be  some  evi- 
dence "  (even  against  a  common  carrier)  "  of  the  non-delivery 
according  to  the  requirements  of  the  bill  of  lading."  1  Car.  &  P. 
110;  11  E  Com.  Law.  R.  338 ;  5  Adol.  &  Ell.  543 ;  2  Greenleaf 's 
Ev.,  p.  213;  Angell  on  Carriers,  470.  2.  The  defendants  are  not 
liable  for  any  injury  hy  decay  of  thefruiL  The  contract  expressly 
makes  the  conditions  and  the  rules  appended  to  it  a  part  thereof. 
The  3d  rule  and  condition  is,  that  the  company  will  not  hold 
itself  liable  at  all  for  injury  to  any  article  of  freight,  during  the 
course  of  transportation,  occasioned  by  natural  tendency  to  decay. 
And  the  4th  rule  and  condition  is,  that  *^fruit,^^  among  certain 
other  enumerated  articles,  "  will  only  be  taken  at  the  owner's 
risk  of  injury  during  the  course  of  transportation,  loading  and 
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unloading,  unless  specially  agreed  to  the  contrary."  Either  of 
these  conditions  exempts  the  defendants  from  all  liability  for  the 
decay.  8.  The  only  liability  there  can  be  of  the  defendants  is 
for  the  delay f  if  any,  over  the  contract  time,  at  the  stipulated  price 
of  five  cents  per  100  pounds  per  day.  As  to  this,  we  say :  a.  No 
delay  is  proved,  as  we  have  shown  under  the  first  subdivision  of 
this  point  It  does  not  appear  but  that  they  arrived  at  the  point 
of  destination,  the  depot,  in  due  time,  b.  If  there  was  any  de- 
lay, it  was  occasioned  by  causes  not  within  the  defendants'  con- 
trol, and  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  Sd  condition  and  rule. 
By  that  the  defendants  stipulate  that  they  shall  not  be  liable  ''at 
all  for  any  injury  to  any  articles  of  freight,  during  the  course  of 
transportation,  occasioned  by  accidental  delay ^  4.  It  is  stipulated 
that  ''  all  claims  for  damages  shall  be  made  at  the  New  York 
office  only."  This  is,  by  the  contract,  a  condition  precedent  to 
any  liability  of  the  defendants.  Such  is  the  agreement.  There 
is  no  proof  whatever  that  any  such  claim  was  made  at  the  New 
York  office.  No  proof  but  what  it  would  have  been  paid  if  it 
had  been  presented  there.  The  defendants  had  a  right  to  protect 
themselves  against  ruinous  litigation  by  the  stipulation  that  if  the 
party  had  any  claims  for  damage,  he  should  first  present  the 
same  to  them,  at  headquarters,  so  that  they  could  investigate, 
and,  if  liable,  pay  without  the  expenses  of  suit  This  is  twice 
Ftipulatcd  for,  showing  unusual  stress  upon  it. 

SUUiodl  Jk  Swain,  for  the  respondents. 

I.  The  defendants  are  common  carriers,  and,  as  such,  are  liable 
for  the  damage  in  question,  notwithstanding  the  restrictions  print- 
ed on  the  back  of  the  bills  of  lading.  1.  lliey  describe  them- 
selves as  the  Union  Express  Company,  between  New  York  and 
Milwaukee,  and  contract  to  transport  merchandise  between  these 
two  points  at  fixed  rates  of  freight.  This  constitutes  them  com- 
mon carriers,  whether  they  are  interested  in  the  vehicles  in  which 
the  goods  are  transported  or  not  Wilcox  v.  Pannlee,  3  Sand.  R. 
610 ;  Fairchild  v.  Slocumb,  19  Wend.  829.  2.  As  common  car- 
riers, they  could  not  limit  their  common  law  liability,  except  by 
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Bpecial  contract  Before  a  shipper  can  be  bound  by  anj  notice 
printed  on  the  bill  of  lading,  it  must  appear  that  his  attention 
was  called  to  the  restriction,  and  that  he  assented  to  it  Dorr  y. 
N.  J.  aSI  Nav.  Go.,  1  Kern  an,  486,  and  cases  cited.  8.  A  party  who 
delivers  perishable  goods  to  a  carrier,  and  stipulates  for  their  de- 
livery within  a  given  time,  is  not  to  be  presumed  to  have  assented 
to  a  condition  that  the  carrier  should  not  be  liable  for  neglect  to 
deliver  the  goods  until  they  were  lost  by  decay. 

II.  Whether  the  defendants  are  common  carriers  or  forward- 
ers, they  are  liable  for  a  breach  of  their  special  contract  to  deliver 
these  goods  at  Milwaukee  in  twelve  days.  1.  The  plaintiff  proved 
by  the  consignee  that  he  did  not  receive  the  goods  until  thirty 
days  after  they  left  New  York.  The  agent  does  not  pretend 
that  they  arrived  sooner,  but  accounts  for  the  delay.  If  the 
goods  arrived  sooner,  the  defendants  should  have  notified  the 
consignee  thereof  Goods  must  either  be  delivered  to  the  con- 
signee personally,  or  he  must  be  notified  of  their  arrival.  [1]  Fisk 
V.  Newton,  1  Denio,  45 ;  CHbson  v.  Culver,  17  Wend.  805 ;  Price 
V.  Powell,  8  Comst  822.  2.  The  delay  was  clearly  negligent 
8.  Even  an  express  assent  by  the  shipper  to  the  restrictions  en- 
dorsed on  the  bills  of  lading,  would  not  relieve  the  defendants 
&om  liability  for  their  tortious  or  grossly  negligent  acts.  4.  The 
conditions  j:>n72^  on  the  back  of  the  bills  of  lading,  by  which 
the  defendants  restrict  their  liability  for  decay  during  the  course 
of  transportation,  must  be  considered  as  qualified  by  the  written 
contract  to  deliver  them  in  twelve  days, 

in.  The  defendants  are  liable  for  all  the  damages  occasioned 
by  the  delay,  and  are  not  restricted  to  the  five  cents  for  each  100 
pounds  per  day.  The  stipulation  to  pay  five  cents  for  each  100 
pounds  per  day,  for  delay  beyond  the  stipulated  time,  was  intend 
ed  as  compensation  for  the  delay  in  the  delivery  of  the  goods 
only,  and  not  for  any  damage  to  the  goods  themselves  occasioned 
thereby,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  this,  in  addition 
to  his  other  damage. 


[1]  See  Rowland  v.  MUrif  potL 
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IV.  The  bringing  of  the  suit  against  the  defendants  at  New- 
York,  is  a  sufficient  presentment  at  the  New  York  office  of  tlie 
claim  for  damage.  If  the  defendants  were  ready,  before  suit 
brought,  to  pay  the  claim  upon  presentation  at  the  New  York 
office,  they  should  have  pleaded  that  fact,  and  followed  it  up  by 
a  tender  in  court 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — The  defendants  claim  to 
be  exempt  from  liability  upon  the  ground  that,  as  expressmen, 
they  are  merely  forwarders,  and  not  common  carriei-s ;  and  we 
are  referred  to  the  case  of  Uersfield  v.  Adams  (19  Barb.  577),  as 
authority  for  the  proposition  that  express  companies,  who  agree 
to  transport  goods  or  packages  from  place  to  place,  for  hire,  in 
the  ordinary  and  approved  means  of  conveyance,  who  are  not 
owners  o^  nor  interested  in,  the  vessels,  boats,  or  other  convey- 
ances by  which  the  goods  are  transported,  are  not  common  car- 
riers, but  mere  forwarders,  subject  to  no  greater  liability  than 
ordinary  bailees  for  hire.  The  case  is  a  special  term  decision, 
ion  given  by  the  late  Justice  Morris,  and  this  point  was  not 
easential  to  its  determination,  as  the  defendants  had  limited 
their  liability  by  a  written  contract,  which  they  might  do  as  com- 
mon carriers.  Dorr  v.  N.  J.  S.  Nav.  Co.,  1  Kernan,  485.  No 
authority  was  cited  for  the  opinion  expressed,  which  proceeded, 
in  my  judgment,  firom  the  want  of  a  due  consideration  of  what 
is  sufficient  in  law  to  constitute  a  common  carrier.  It  is  a  chill- 
ing very  distinct  from  that  of  a  forwarder.  A  forwarder  is  one 
who,  for  a  compensation,  takes  charge  of  goods  entrusted  or 
directed  to  him,  and  forwards  them,  that  is,  puts  them  on  their 
way  to  their  place  of  destination  by  the  ordinary  and  usual  means 
of  conveyance,  or  according  to  the  instruction  he  receives.  Platl 
▼.  Hibbard,  1  Cow.  499 ;  Ackky  v.  Kellogg,  8  Cow.  223  ;  Brown 
V.  Denisorij  2  Wend  698.  Where  he  has  a  warehouse  for  the 
reception  and  safe  keeping  of  the  goods  until  they  can  be  for- 
warded, he  unites  the  two-fold  occupation  of  warehouseman  and 
forwarder,  which  is  the  usual  mode  of  conducting  the  business 
in  this  country.    His  compensation  is  limited  to  his  care  and 


26  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Place  y.  Union  Ezprees  Go. 

trouble,  and  the  charges  paid  by  him,  in  receiving,  keeping  and 
duly  forwarding ;  and,  when  he  has  placed  the  goods  in  the  course 
of  transit  by  the  proper  conveyance,  his  duty  is  at  an  end.  His 
occupation  is  further  distinguished  from  that  of  the  carrier  by 
the  circumstance  that  he  has  no  interest  in,  and  receives  no  part 
o^  the  compensation  that  is  paid  for  the  carriage  and  due  deliv- 
ery of  the  goods.  A  common  carrier  is  one  who,  for  a  reward, 
undertakes  to  carry  goods  for  persons  generally  as  a  public  em- 
ployment, or,  in  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Story,  "  one  who 
holds  himself  out  as  ready  to  engage  in  the  transportation  of 
goods  for  hire  as  a  business,  and  not  as  a  casual  occupation  jpro 
hoc  vice^  Story  on  Bailment,  §  495.  An  express  company, 
therefore,  who  hold  out  to  the  public  that  they  will  take  goods 
or  parcels  to  be  delivered  at  certain  points  or  places,  and  who 
receive,  or  are  to  receive,  the  compensation  that  is  paid  for  the 
carriage  and  delivery,  are  common  carriers,  and  it  is  wholly  im- 
material whether  they  own  or  are  interested,  or  not,  in  the  con- 
veyances by  which  the  goods  are  transported,  as  it  is  the  receipt^ 
or  the  right  to,  the  freight  or  charge  for  the  carriage,  together 
with  the  public  nature  of  their  employment,  that  makes  them 
common  carriers.  The  defendants  in  this  case  acknowledge,  in 
writing,  that  they  had  received  certain  packages,  which,  by  the 
writing,  they  agreed  "  to  deliver  at  the  depot  at  Milwaukee  on 
the  payment  of  freight  according  to  the  conditions  of  the  com- 
pany's tariff,  classification  and  rules,"  which  were  endorsed  upon 
the  receipt,  and  made  a  part  of  it  This  was  engaging,  as  com- 
mon carriers,  to  deliver  the  goods  at  the  depot  at  Milwaukee,  and 
subjected  them  to  all  the  obligations  incident  to  that  employment, 
except  so  far  as  they  had  limited  their  liability  by  express  stipu- 
lation. 

By  their  contract  they  agreed  to  deliver  each  package  receipted 
for,  in  twelve  days  after  the  date  of  the  receipt,  stipulating  against 
accidents  and  casualties  beyond  their  control,  and  particularly 
that  their  "  guaranty  of  special  despatch  "  should  not  "  cover 
cases  of  unavoidable  or  extraordinary  casualty."  They  also  pro-. 
vided  that  **  fruit "  (which  the  packages  contained)  should  be  " at 
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the  owner's  risk  of  fracture  or  injury  during  the  course  of  trans- 
portation, loading,  and  unloading."  That  they  would  not  be 
liable  for  injury  to  any  articles  of  freight  during  the  course  of 
transportation,  occasioned  by  the  weather,  or  accidental  delays, 
or  natural  tendency  to  decay.  That  they  woxdd  pay  five  cents 
per  100  pounds  per  day  for  each  day  the  goods  were  delayed  be- 
yond contract  time,  if  not  delivered  as  per  agreement ;  and  that 
all  claims  for  damages,  overcharges,  or  any  other  cause,  should 
be  made,  and  presented  for  settlement  at  their  office  in  New  York. 
These  stipulations  and  limitations  of  liability  they  had  a  right 
ko  make,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  to  be  adjusted  in  accord- 
ance with  them. 

The  witness  Douglass  bwears  that  the  100  boxes  of  oranges 
receipted  for  by  the  defendants  on  the  26th  of  April,  1856,  ar- 
rived on  the  17th  and  21st  of  May,  1856.  Of  the  lot  of  fifty  boxes 
receipted  for  by  the  defendants  on  the  9th  of  April,  1856,  forty- 
four  boxes  were  received  by  the  consignees  on  the  8th  and  9th  of 
May,  1856.  The  six  remaining  boxes  have  not  been  accounted 
for. 

The  precise  time  of  the  arrival  of  the  100  boxes  has  been 
proved ;  but,  in  respect  to  the  forty-four  boxes,  it  is  urged  that 
proof  of  the  time  of  their  receipt  by  the  consignees  is  not  proof  of 
the  time  of  their  arrival ;  and  that,  for  all  that  has  been  shown 
upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  they  may  have  arrived  within  the 
contract  time.  As  this  action  is  for  damages  occasioned  by  the 
n^lect  or  failure  of  the  defendants  to  transport  and  deliver  the 
property  within  the  prescribed  time,  it  is  of  course  incumbent 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  a  breach  of  the  contract.  The  goods 
were  to  be  delivered  at  the  depot  at  Milwaukee,  and,  as  a  general 
rule,  where  freight  is  to  be  delivered  at  a  wharf,  depot,  or  desig- 
nated place,  and  the  consignee  is  not  there  to  receive  it,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  carrier  to  notify  the  consignee  of  its  arrival  Gibson 
V.  (Juli^er,  17  Wend.  805 ;  Ftsk  v.  Newton,  1  Denio,  45  ;  Price  v. 
Pdwell,  8  Comst.  822 ;  Angell  on  Carriers,  §§  315,  816.  In  this 
case,  the  consignees  at  Milwaukee  were  denoted  upon  the  bill  of 
lading  simply  by  initials.    This  may  give  rise  to  some  doubt  as 
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to  whether  the  direction  was  sufficient  to  impose  this  duty  on  the 
defendants,  which  I  shall  not  stop  to  consider,  as  the  objection 
raised  may  be  otherwise  disposed  of. 

The  exact  time  of  the  arrival  of  the  forty -four  boxes  being  a 
matter  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendants,  very 
slight  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  respect  to  the  time 
of  their  arrival,  was  sufficient  to  throw  the  onus  upon  the  defend- 
ants of  showing  when  they  arrived.    One  of  the  consignees  hav- 
ing testified  that  he  received  them  on  the  8th  and  9th  of  May,  I 
think  the  justice  was  warranted  in  coucluding  that  they  had 
arrived  about  that  time.     This  witness'  testimony  was  taken  dt 
bene  esse,  and  reduced  to  writing.     In  one  part  of  it,  he  uses  the 
word  "  received ''  on  the  17th  and  2l8t  of  May,  as  applied  to  the 
100  boxes,  and,  when  asked  again  when  they  were  received^  he 
answers  they  arrived  on  the  17th  and  2 1st  of  May.     This  was 
evidence,  in  respect  to  that  lot,  that  he  received  them  on  the 
respective  days  of  their  arrival.    It  was  therefore  some  evidenoe 
to  warrant  the  inference  that  the  same  thing  took  place  in 
respect  to  the  other  lot — that  is,  that  they  arrived  on  the  8th 
and  9th  of  May,  the  days  when  the  witness  received  them ;  or, 
if  not,  the  testimony  of  the  witness  is  susceptible  of  this  inter- 
pretation, from  the  manner  in  which  he  uses  the  word,  that  he 
meant,  by  "received,"  "  arrivedj^    In  either  way,  it  was  sufficient^ 
in  my  judgment,  to  require  at  the  hands  of  the  defendants  proof 
if  the  fact  was  otherwise,,  as  they  had  knowledge,  through  theij 
agents,  of  the  exact  time  of  the  arrival ;  and  as  the  witness  wa 
examined  de  bene  esse  more  than  twenty  days  before  the  trial,  the 
cannot  claim  to  have  been  taken  by  surprise.    Proof  by  the  oo' 
signee,  also,  that  he  received  but  forty-four  boxes,  was,  for  t' 
same  reason,  sufficient  prima  facie  that  the  remaining  six  bo3 
had  not  been  delivered ;  sufficient  at  least  to  require  from  ' 
defendants  proof  that  they  had  been  delivered,  if  such  was 
fact    For  the  six  boxes,  then,  the  defendants  were  liabla 

Eegarding  the  evidence  of  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the  o 
boxes  as  sufficient,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  defendant 
account  satisfactorily  for  iheir  delay  in  not  delivering  them  w 
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the  coDtract  time ;  for,  if  the  goods  were  deteriorated  or  injured 
in  consequence  of  that  delay,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  be  com« 
pensated  for  the  damage  sustained.    It  is  urged  that,  as  the  boxes 
contained  fruit,  which,  by  the  agreement,  was  to  be  "  at  the 
owner's  risk  of  fracture  or  injury  "  during  the  course  of  trans- 
portation, or  of  loading,  or  unloading ;  and,  as  the  defendants 
were  not  to  be  liable  for  the  natural  tendency  of  any  article  to 
lecay,  they  were  not  responsible  for  the  rotten  and  damaged 
K>ndition  in  which  the  oranges  and  lemons  were  when  they  were 
Idivered  at  Milwaukee.    This  must  be  understood,  however,  as 
ipplying  to  decay  or  injury  to  which  the  fruit  might  be  subject 
luring  the  prescribed  time  within  which  the  defendants  under- 
ook  to  deliver  it  at  Milwaukee.    It  was  a  perishable  article,  and 
i  woul4  be  absurd  to  say  that^  if  it  perished  by  reason  of  the 
lefendants'  neglect  to  perform  their  contract,  they  would  not,  in 
x>nsequence  of  this  stipulation,  be  answerable  for  the  loss.    It 
wsa  in  evidence  that  the  oranges  and  lemons  were  in  good  order 
It  the  time  of  shipment,  and  that,  with  the  weather  that  prevail- 
id  in  the  months  of  April  and  May,  1856,  oranges  would  keep  for 
J5  days,  and  that  then  they  would  decay  very  rapidly.    If  kept 
)r  delayed,  then,  upon  their  carriage,  much  over  that  time,  their 
lecay  and  total  loss  was  inevitable ;  and  it  would  be  doing  the 
greatest  violence  to  language  to  suppose  that,  under  an  {Agreement 
o  transport  them  in  twelve  days,  the  parties  meant,  by  "  injuries 
n  the  course  of  transportation,"  or  "  natural  tendency  to  decay," 
njuries  or  decay  after  that  time,  arising  firom  the  defendants' 
i^lect  to  transport  and  deliver  them.    In  other  words,  that  the 
lefendants  might,  with  impunity,  neglect  to  perform  their  con- 
.ract  until,  from  the  perishable  nature  of  the  property,- it  became 
entirely  worthless.    It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  any  public  car- 
ier  would  deliberately  put  forth  such  a  reservation  in  favor  of 
lis  own  negligence ;  or,  if  he  did,  that  any  owner  of  property 
wovld  agree  that  it  might  be  transported  upon  such  terms.   Even 
f  no  time  had  been  agreed  upon,  the  defendants  would  have  been 
)ound  to  have  completed  their  contract  within  a  reasonable  time, 
ind,  if  they  had  failed  to  do  it  within  that  time  without  legal 
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excuse,  and  the  property  afterwards,  and  before  delivery,  had 
become  injured  fix)m  its  natural  tendency  to  decay,  they  would 
have  had  to  make  good  the  loss.  The  transportation  contem* 
plated  by  such  agreements,  is  a  transportation  within  the  time 
prescribed,  or  within  a  reasonable  time,  during  which  period,  in- 
cluding the  period  of  loading  and  unloading,  the  enumerated 
articles  are  at  the  owner's  risk  of  fracture  or  injury ;  and,  as  res- 
pects all  other  property,  the  defendants,  within  that  period,  are 
not  liable  for  injuries  occasioned  by  the  weather,  natural  tendency 
to  decay,  or  accidental  delays. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  agreement  of  the  defendants  to  pay 
five  cents  per  100  pounds  per  day  for  each  day  the  goods  might 
be  delayed  beyond  contract  time,  is  the  extent  of  their  liability 
for  any  damage  or  injury  to  the  property.    But  this  is  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  each  day's  delay  in  the  delivery, 
and  is  recoverable  where  the  defendants  deliver  the  goods  after 
the  contract  time,  though  in  as  perfect  a  state  as  they  received 
them.    It  is  not  an  agreement  to  pay  for  loss  or  damage,  but  is 
recoverable  whether  loss  or  damage  is  sustained  or  not    The 
owner  may  actually  sustain  no  loss.    The  goods  may  have  largely 
increased  in  value  at  the  time  of  their  actual  delivery,  and  yet 
this  sum,  which  the  defendants  contracted  to  pay  in  a  certain 
contingency  founded  upon  the  consideration  of  the  payment  to 
them  of  the  stipulated  freight,  would  be  due  and  payable.     Sup- 
pose the  goods  to  have  been  lost  through  the  defendants'  negli- 
gence, in  that  they  were  unable  to  make  any  delivery  at  all ;  is 
this  per  diem  allowance  to  be  a  perpetual  charge  upon  the  de* 
fendants?    What  construction  would  be  given  to  this  provision 
in  such  a  case.     Would  it  be  regarded  as  the  mode  or  rate  at 
which  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  compensated  for  his  loss  and  dam- 
age ?    Clearly  not ;  but  as  applicable  only  to  cases  where  the 
property  was  delivered  uninjured,  but  after  the  contract  time. 
This,  in  my  judgment,  would  be  the  fair  and  legal  interpretation 
of  it 

The  plaintiff  having  shown  that  there  was  a  delay  of  nine  days 
in  delivering  the  forty-four  boxes  of  the  first  lot ;  that  the  re- 
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muning  six  boxes  of  that  lot  had  not  been  delivered ;  that  there 
WBB  a  delay  of  sixteen  days  in  the  delivery  of  the  second  lot ; 
;hat  some  of  the  boxes  were  broken,  and  the  fruit  had  run  out ; 
ogether  with  the  market  value  of  the  goods  at  Milwaukee  at  the 
ime  when  they  were  to  be  delivered,  and  the  extent  to  which 
hey  had  depreciated  in  value  from  rot  or  decay  when  they  were 
ielivercd ;  had,  in  my  judgment,  established  a  case  which  enti- 
led him  to  recover.  The  evidence  was  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
ostice  in  concluding  that  the  decay  and  injury  of  the  fruit  was 
lie  result  of  the  delay  in  its  delivery.  It  is  insisted  that  as,  by 
;he  agreement,  all  claims  for  damages  were  to  be  presented  at 
;he  New  York  office  for  settlementj  it  was  incumbent  upon  the 
plaintiff,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  defendants'  liability,  to 
ihow  that  he  presented  his  claim  for  settlement  at  that  office,  and 
liat,  without  proof  of  that  fitct,  he  could  not  maintain  this  suit. 
rhis  xeservation,  however,  is  no  stronger  than  that  contained  in 
I  promissory  note  which  the  maker  promises  to  pay  upon  de< 
mand  ;  in  respect  to  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit  is  a  sufficient  demand ;  or  which  the  maker  prom- 
ises  to  pay  on  a  particular  day  at  a  particular  place,  in  which  it 
3  not  necessary  to  aver  or  prove,  to  charge  him,  that  a  demand 
WBB  made  at  the  time  and  place.  His  readiness  to  pay  at  the 
ame  and  place,  or  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  is  matter  of 
kfence  which  goes  only  to  the  question  of  interest  and  costs,  and 
lot  to  the  cause  of  action,  of  which  he  must  avail  himself  by 
pleading  the  &ct  -specially,  and  bringing  the  money  into  court 
ffaxiun  V.  Bishop^  3  Wend.  21;  Walcot  v.  Van  Sanivord,  17  John. 
248 ;  Oreen  v.  Ooings^  7  Barb.  652.  The  defendant's  answer  here 
iraa  a  general  denial,  «nd  it  does  not  appear  that  he  made  any 
bender  in  the  court  below  of  the  amount  which  the  plaintiff  re- 
covered, or  admitted  that  he  was  liable  at  all  for  any  amount. 

The  renudning  question  in  this  case,  is  whether  the  evidence 
3£Eered  by  the  defendants  established,  in  the  language  of  their 
igreement,  that  the  delay  was  accidental,  or  the  result  of  una- 
voidable or  extraordinary  casualty.  They  proved  that  they  sent 
die  goods  by  the  N.  Y.  Central  Railroad,  the  Suspension  Bridge, 
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and  the  Great  Western  Bailroad,  through  Canada,  and  that  they 
had  no  arrangement  with  any  other  road.  That  in  March,  April 
and  May,  1856,  the  Great  Western  road  was  not  able  to  take' 
freight  as  fast  as  the  New  York  Central  could  deliver  it  That 
the  Great  Western  road  was  building  a  new  freight-house  on  the 
Canada  side,  and  that  there  was  some  disarrangement  of  the  road. 
That  that  road  was  at  least  ten  days  behind,  upon  an  average. 
That  in  those  months  there  was  a  great  accumulation  of  freight 
at  the  bridge.  Some  freight  lay  there  ten  or  fifteen  days.  That 
the  cause  was  a  snow  storm,  the  building  of  the  freight-house  on  the 
Canada  side,  and  the  disarrangement  of  the  Great  Western  road. 
That  they  could  have  sent  the  freight  by  another  route,  the  New 
York  and  Erie  Bailroad,  but  they  had  no  arrangements  with  that 
route.  Even  if  this  evidence  was  sufficiently  specific  and  certain 
to  show  that  the  delay  in  the  delivery  of  these  particular  goods, 
proceeded  from  the  causes  above  stated,  it  did  not  show  that  it 
was  the  result  of  accidents  or  casualties  beyond  the  defendants' 
control.  Engaged,  as  the  defendants  were,  in  the  transportation 
of  goods  as  a  business,  it  was  their  duty  to  know  the  condition 
and  possibilities  of  transport  afforded  by  the  routes  which  they 
selected  before  entering  into  an  express  contract  to  transport 
goods  within  a  stipulated  number  of  days,  especially  as  the  causes 
which  they  now  set  up  as  their  excuse,  were  not  of  sudden  de* 
yelopment  or  temporary  duration,  but  extended  over  a  period  ot 
three  months.  The  chief  causes,  the  disarrangement  and  want  ot 
jGsu^ilities  on  the  Great  Western  road,  they  knew,  or  should  have 
known.  One  of  the  members  of  their  company  was  at  the  Sus- 
pension  Bridge  in  March,  to  attend  to  the  getting  of  the  freight 
through  for  the  company.  In  the  latter  part  of  March  there  was 
a  large  accumulation  of  freight  at  the  bridge,  and  while  he  was 
there,  there  was  a  snow  storm  that  stopped  the  cars  on  the  Cen- 
tral side.  He  was  there  again  between  the  18th  and  28d  of  April, 
some  days  before  the  last  of  the  two  lots  were  shipped,  and  the 
Great  Western  Bailroad  Company  having  built  a  new  depot  for 
the  transfer  of  freight,  they  had  not  got  their  tracks  laid,  andy 
instead  of  sending  on  100  cars  a  day,  as  they  anticipated,  they 
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ooold  only  send  SO  or  40.  All  this,  it  would  seem,  was  known 
to  the  defendants,  or  to  the  member  of  their  oompanj  whose 
business  it  was  to  attend  to  getting  the  freight  through,  and  who, 
by  his  own  statement,  knew  the  capacity  of  the  roads  which  the 
defendants  made  use  of  for  carrying  freight  in  April  and  May. 
The  route  being  thus  obstructed,  the  defendants  ought  not  to 
have  made  such  contracts,  or,  making  them,  they  should  have 
sent  the  goods  by  another  route.  Their  witness  testified  that  the 
fixiit  could  have  been  sent  by  the  New  York  and  Erie  Railroad. 
It  is  suggested  that  that  road  may  have  been  obstructed  also.  If 
it  was,  it  was  for  them  to  show  it ;  for  them  to  make  out  that 
the  delay  was  unavoidable — the  result  of  causes  beyond  their 
control.  With  a  knowledge  on  the  pan  of  a  member  of  their 
company  that  the  route  was  obstructed  in  March,  that  there  was 
a  laige  accomulation  of  freight  at  the  Suspension  Bridge  in  the 
latter  part  of  March^  they  saw  fit,  on  the  9th  of  April,  to  enter 
into  a  contract  to  deliver  at  Milwaukee  in  twelve  days,  which, 
with  culpable  ignorance  or  actual  knowledge,  they  undertook  to 
execute  by  sending  the  goods  by  a  route,  the  condition  of  which, 
according  to  the  showing  of  their  defence,  was  such  that  they 
could  not  be  transported  within  that  time.  They  either  contract- 
ed  to  do  what  they  knew  to  be  impossible,  or,  being  possible, 
neglected  to  avail  themselves  of  a  route  by  which,  according  to- 
their  own  witness,  the  goods  nught  have  been  sent  If  there  was 
any  difficulty  or  obstruction  upon  that  route,  it  was  for  them  to 
prove  it  They  did  the  same  thing  SLgain,  and  under  the  same 
state  of  things,  on  the  26th  of  April,  and  all  that  need  be  said  is 
that  they  must  answer  for  the  consequences* 

Where  there  is  an  express  contract  to  carry  within  a  prescrilied 
time,  the  carrier  is  held  to  a  rigid  performance  of  it,  and  is  not 
excused  even  by  inevitable  necessity,  unless  he  has  provide! 
against  it  by  express  stipulation.  Angell  on  Carriers,  §  294. 
On  such  a  contract,  no  cause  of  delay  can  be  pleaded  except  it 
has  been  distinctly  reserved  and  named  in  the  contract.  The 
causes  provided  against  in  the  contract  are  accidents  or  casualties. 
beyond  the  defendants'  control ;  or,  as  it  is  expressed  in  anothet* 

Vol.  ir.  3 
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part  of  the  writing,  cases  of  unavoidable  or  extraordinary  casa« 
alty.  They  did  not  establish  that  the  delay  was  beyond  their 
control,  or  the  result  of  nnayoidable  casoalty.  For  all  that  ap- 
peared, it  was,  or  may  have  been,  in  their  power  to  have  trans- 
ported the  goods  within  the  twelve  days. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Philolooos  Hollst  t;.  Henby  D.  Townsskd* 


T^  the  owner  t>foertain  reel  estate,  agreed  with  Ho^  a  broker,  to  pay  him  a  oQiniBia- 
•kmif  hewooldprocareapurohaaerlbr  thepn^tertybyai^eoifleddaj.  On  that 
day,  Ha  infbnnfid  T.  that  he  was  unable  to  prooore  a  purchaser.  He  afterwards 
informed  Hl^  another  broker,  that  the  lots  were  for  sale.  HL  procured  a  purchaser, 
but  T.  reflised  to  pay  him  any  commissions,  and  Hi  receiyed  his  compensation 
ttom  the  purdiaser. 

ffdd,  that  Ha  was  not  entitled  to  recover  oommiasioBS  ftom  T.--Bbadt,  J.,  A«* 


L  The  employment  of  Ha  byT.  was  atan  end  at  the  time  when  he  informed  T.  that 
he  was  not  able  to  procure  a  purchaser. 

n.  Kor  did  he,  in  fhct,  procure  the  purchaser.  He  merdy  informed  another  broker 
that  the  defendant  had  the  lots  for  sale,  and  that  broker  procured  the  purchaser. 

A  partiy  is  not  entitled  to  recover  a  oommisnon  from  the  owner  of  real  property  for 
informing  a  broker  that  such  property  is  for  sale^  although  apurohaser  is  after- 
wards procured  by  such  broker. 

Appsal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Fourth  District 
£!ourt  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  broker's  commis- 
sions. Judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintifiEl  The  &cis  in 
the  case  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinions  of  the  conrt^ 


William  IL  Martin^  for  the  appellant 
L.  J.  Ooodale^  for  the  respondent 
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Hilton,  J. — In  the  fall  of  1857,  the  defendant  owned  six  lots 
on  Forty-seventh  street,  in  this  city.  The  plaintiff's  son,  Byron 
M.  Holley,  called  to  inquire  their  price,  and  to  learn  what  com- 
misdions  the  defendant  would  give  upon  a  sale. 

The  testimony  is  conflicting  as  to  whether  or  not  B.  M.  Hol- 
ley stated  to  the  defendant  that  he  came  on  behalf  of  the  plain« 
tiff,  but  it  is  quite  evident,  from  the  letter  of  the  defendant  to  B. 
M.  Holley  in  evidence,  that  Ae,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  was  the  per- 
SOU' with  whom  the  defendant  supposed  he  was  dealing.  This 
negotiation  was  finally  ended  by  B.  M.  Holley  calling  upon  and 
informing  defendant  of  the  inability  of  Holley,  or  the  party  for 
whom  he  had  acted,  to  purchase  the  lots.  The  defendant  was 
then  justified  in  supposing  that,  as  the  negotiation  entered  upon 
by  Holley  had  ceased,  all  obligations  connected  with  or  incident 
to  it  were  at  an  end. 

Some  time  after,  a  Mr.  Higgins,  another  broker,  called  on  the 
defendant  respecting  these  lots,  having  been  informed  of  his 
ownership  by  Holley,  (whether  plaintiff,  or  his  son,  is  not  iq)e« 
cified.)  Higgins  says  that  he  distinctly  told  defendant,  when 
he  called,  that  he  came  fix>m  Holley ;  and  the  defendant  states 
directly  the  contrary.  Bat  whether  Higgins  so  stated  or  not,  is 
quite  immaterial,  because  he  and  the  defendant  agree  as  to  what 
subsequently  took  place  respecting  the  sale  and  commissions. 
Upon  Higgins  opening  the  conversation  with  the  defendant  res- 
pecting the  lots,  the  defendant  inquired  whether  commissions 
were  to  be  charged  him ;  being  answered  in  the  affirmative,  he 
at  once  declined  to  sell  on  the  terms  proposed.  Higgins  then 
left ;  and,  as  appears  fixnn  the  testimony  of  the  witness  Day, 
having  in  the  meantime  secured  his  commissions  from  the  pur« 
chaser,  called  the  day  after  on  the  defendant^  and  agreed  to  take 
the  lots  and  charge  no  ccimmissions.  This  agreement  was  dis- 
tinctly reiterated  at  the  time  the  defendant  executed  and  deliv- 
ered to  Higgins  the  final  contract  of  sale,  and  in  the  presence  ot 
the  subscribing  witness  Long. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  seems  difficult  to  understand 
upon  what  principlethc  defendant  can  be  held  liable  to  the  plain- 
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tiff  for  commissions  on  the  sale.  Long  before  its  negotiation 
commenced,  any  contract  which  existed  between  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  respecting  the  lots  was  put  an  end  to,  by  the  mutual 
understanding  of  the  parties  to  it ;  and  throughout  the  interview 
which  terminated  in  the  sale  finally  made,  it  was  distinctly  and 
expressly  agreed,  between  the  defendant  and  EUggins,  that  no 
commissions  were  to  be  expected  or  paid. 
The  judgment  should  therefore  be  reversed. 

Daly,  Mrst  Judge. — I  agree  with  Judge  Hilton.  B.  M. 
HoUey  testified  that  Townsend  told  him  that  the  lots  were  for 
sale,  and  that  he  would  pay  a  commission  of  one  per  cent  Towns- 
end  testified  that  he  gave  B.  M.  HoUey  until  Friday  to  see  what 
he  could  do,  upon  which  day  he  called  and  said  he  could  do 
nothing  with  the  lots.  Upon  this  point  there  is  no  conflict,  and 
it  is,  I  think,  decisive  of  the  case.  Even  if  B.  M.  Holley  told 
Townsend  that  he  came  from  the  plainti^  this  must  be  construed 
as  an  agreement  to  pay  a  commission  provided  a  purchaser  was 
procured  by  the  day  fixed.  On  that  day,  B.  M.  HoUey  called 
and  told  Townsend  he  could  do  nothing,  and  the  employment 
was  at  an  end.  A  sale  was  afterwards  effected  through  Higgins, 
who  obtained  his  commission  from  the  purchaser,  Townsend 
having  refused  to  pay  him  a  commission.  The  plaintiff  did  not 
procure  the  purchaser.  He  merely  informed  another  broker  that 
the  defendant  had  the  lots  for  sale,  and  that  broker  procured  the 
purchaser,  and  sought  to  get  the  defendant  to  pay  him  a  commis 
ston  for  effecting  tiie  sale,  which  the  defendant  declined.  There 
was  no  employment  existing  when  the  plaintiff  informed  Higgins 
that  the  lots  were  for  sale,  and  a  man  is  not  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission from  the  owner  for  informing  a  broker  that  certain  lots 
are  in  the  market^  a  purchaser  for  which  is  afterwards  procured 
by  the  broker.  A  right  to  a  commission  must  be  founded  upon 
a  contract  express  or  implied,  and  none  existed  between  the  de- 
fendant and  the  plaintiff  when  Higgins  procured  the  purchaser. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed. 
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Brady,  J.,  dissenting. — It  does  not  appear,  from  the  defend- 
ant's statement,  that  the  plaintiff  was  negotiating  a  sale  of  the  lots 
in  question  for  himself  or  that  Bjron  M.  Holley  was  acting  on 
his  ov^n  behalf,  with  the  intent  of  purchasing  for  himself  All 
that  the  defendant  sajs,  having  any  reference  to  that  subject^ 
is  that  he  never  saw  the  plaintiff  until  he  saw  him  in  court  at 
the  time  of  the  trial ;  and  that  Byron  M.  Holley  never  said,  or 
insinuated,  that  he  was  acting  for  plaintiff  He  does  state,  how- 
ever, that  he  gave  B.  M.  Holley  "  until  a  Friday  to  report  whether 
he  could  do  anyUiing^  He  called  the  day  fixed,  and  said  he  could 
do  notiiing  until  the  htaP  Holley  swears  that  he  called  on  the 
defendant,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  in  reference  to  the  lots 
in  question,  telling  defendant  at  the  time  that  the  plaintiff  sent 
him.  That  the  defendant  then  said  he  was  the  owner  of  the  lots, 
and  that  they  were  for  sale.  That  defendant  named  the  price, 
and  said  he  would  pay  a  commiflsion  of  one  per  cent  Higgins 
swears  that  plaintiff  informed  him  of  the  lots,  and  that  he  went 
to  the  defendant  thereupon.  The  evidence  on  the  part  of  th^ 
plaintiff  proves  an  employment,  a  sum  agreed  upon  as  a  compen- 
sation, and  that  the  defendant  was  benefitted  by  the  plaintiff's 
services  rendered.  The  defendant's  statement  corroborates  the 
evidence  of  B.  M.  Holley.  If  the  plaintiff  or  B.  M.  Holley  de- 
signed to  purchase,  and  applied  for  that  purpose,  the  defendant 
should  have  so  stated.  His  silence,  and  the  peculiar  phraseology 
used  by  him  in  giving  his  testimony,  justify  the  conclusion  that 
such  was  not  the  case.  The  evidence  of  Jones,  and  of  Higgins, 
in  reference  to  a  conmiission,  affecting  only  the  right  of  Higgins 
to  charge  one,  does  not  conflict  with  the  view  presented  of  the 
agreement  between  the  parties.  But  even  were  it  otherwise, 
there  is  abundant  testimony  to  sustain  the  finding,  and  in  my 
opinion  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  finding  is  clearly  against  the 
weight  of  evidence. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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Andrew  Morsis  t;.  Anson  G.  Phelps  and  OTHEBa 

Where  a  party  has  been  injured  by  a  collision  upon  a  publio  higbwaj,  he  cannot 
maintain  an  action  if  the  facts  show  that  he  has  in  anj  manner,  hy  his  own  care- 
lessness or  neglect,  oon^buted  to  or  caused  the  injury  of  which  he  complains. 

H.  left  his  horse  and  cart  standing  upon  a  public  pier  or  dock,  within  two  feet  of  the 
edge^  at  a  time  when  the  pier  was  crowded,  and  there  was  room  for  only  one 
horse  and  cart  to  pass  upon  it  The  horse's  bit  was  out,  and  he  was  feeding.  The 
defendants'  cart,  passing,  came  in  contact  with  M.'s  cart,  and  threw  it  and  the 
horse  into  the  river,  where  the  horse  was  drowned. 

Wd,  that  IC  could  not  recover  therefor.  He  was  not  only  obstructing  a  public 
highway,  but  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  leaving  his  horse  at  the  edge  of  a 
dock,  after  removing  the  bit»  the  only  thing  by  whkdi  the  animal  could,  in  case  of 
accident  or  emergency,  be  controlled. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  Court 
at  general  term.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  horse.  The  &ct3  in  the  case  are 
fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

*  Abram  Wakeman^  for  the  appellant& 

Ifiuncia  Bymt^  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — ^To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
in  this  action,  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  establish  the  proposi* 
tion,  that  the  killing  of  his  horse  was  caused  by  the  wrongful 
acts  of  the  defendants,  or  of  their  servant  while  in  their  employ- 
ment ;  and  that  he  did  not  in  any  way,  by  £Eiult  or  negligence  on 
his  part,  cause  or  contribute  to  the  injury  of  which  he  complains. 
BuUerfield  v.  Forrester^  11  East^  61 ;  Buah  v.  Brainard^  1  Cowen, 
78 ;  Harlow  v.  Humisiorij  6  Cowen,  191 ;  BraumeU  v.  Flagler^  6 
Hill,  282 ;  Broum  v.  Maxwdl,  6  Hill,  592 ;  Speno&r  v.  UUoa  and 
Schenectady  RR.j  5  Barb.  837 ;  Brand  v.  Scheneckidy  and  Troy  RR^ 
8  Barb.  368,  882. 

It  appears,  from  the  evidence  on  the  trial,  that  on  November 
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17th,  1857,  the  plaintiff's  horse,  attached  to  a  coal  cart,  was 
standing  on  the  upper  side  of  the  pier  or  dock  at  the  foot  of 
Beekman-street  in  this  city,  with  the  bit  oat  of  his  mouth,  feed- 
ing out  of  a  bag  placed  on  top  of  a  cask.  The  cart  was  along 
side  of  the  string  piece  of  the  pier,  and  the  horse  was  within  two 
feet  of  its  edge.  This  was  between  one  and  two  o'clock  in  the 
day,  when  ihe  dock  was  crowded  with  vehicles,  and  there  was 
not  room  for  more  than  one  horse  and  cart  to  pass  on  the  dock 
alongside  of  where  the  plaintiff's  horse  was  standing.  A  horse 
and  cart  of  the  defendants',  in  passing  through  this  space  loaded 
with  sheet  iron  for  the  bonded  warehouse,  came  in  contact  with 
the  plaintiff's  cart,  threw  his  horse  over  the  side  of  the  pier,  and, 
after  hanging  a  short  time  upon  a  hawser,  the  animal  fell  into  the 
water  and  was  drowned. 

These  are  the  undisputed  facts,  and  upon  them  it  ia  impossible 
to  say  that  the  plaintiff  was  free  from  negligence.  He  was  not 
only  obstructing  a  public  highway  at  an  hour  of  the  day  when 
it  was  so  crowded  as  to  permit  but  one  vehicle  at  a  time  to  pass 
through  it,  but  he  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  standing  his 
horse  at  the  edge  of  a  pier  after  removing  the  bit,  the  only  thing 
by  which  the  animal  could,  in  case  of  accident  or  emergency,  be 
in  any  way  controlled. 

It  is  a  rule  of  law  too  well  settled  to  admit  of  any  doubt,  that 
where  a  party  has  been  injured  by  a  collision  upon  a  public  high- 
way, he  cannot  maintain  an  action  if  the  facts  show,  as  in  this 
case,  that  he  has  drawn  the  mischief  on  himself  by  his  own  care- 
lessness and  neglect  Hartfield  v.  Roper ^  21  Wend.  615 ;  RaOAun 
V.  Payne,  19  Wend.  399 ;  Barcle  v.  N.  Y.  Dry  Dock  Co,,  2  Hall's 
Super.  Ct.  R  151 ;  Lane  v.  Orombie,  12  Pick.  177;  Smith  v.  SmUli, 
2  Pick.  621. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  on  the  trial  in  the  court  below, 
upon  these  &cts,  to  have  dismissed  the  complaint ;  and  the  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  should  therefore  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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LucisN  Etchbsrby  V.  Joseph  Leyiells. 

The  iiitontioiud  doing  of  a  wrongftil  act  with  knowledge  of  its  character,  and  without 
cause  or  excuse,  is  malicious. 

Malice  is  of  two  kinds:  malice  in  law — ^which  is  inferred  from  an  act  unlawful 
in  itself  and  i^jonons  to  another ;  and  express  or  actual  malice — which  relates  to 
an  actual  state  or  condition  of  mind  to  be  established  as  matter  of  tad  hj  the  cir- 
cumstances of  each  case. 

It  is  not  necessary,  to  constitute  express  malice,  that  the  act  should  proceed  fVom 
hatred  or  ill-will.  It  may  be  inferred  from  an  apparent  mischievous  intention  of 
the  mind,  or  flrom  inexcusable  recklessness. 

E.  and  lb,  being  engaged  in  a  game  of  shooting  at  a  target  hy  blowing  a  sharp  arrow 
of  steel  through  a  tube,  L.  blew  through  the  tube  at  E.,  and,  notwithstanding  the 
repeated  remonstrances  of  E.  and  others,  continued  to  do  so  until  at  last  the  arrow 
struck  E.  in  the  eje,  severely  wounding  him  so  as  to  confine  him  to  his  bed  for 
nearly  four  months  and  a  halfj  .and  to  cause  the  total  loss  of  the  eye. 

Beidf  under  the  circumstances,  sufficient  to  warrant  an  inference  of  actual  malice,  and 
to  justify  a  verdict  for  vindictive  damagca 

The  judge  at  the  trial  charged  the  jury  that  if  the  injury  was  purely  the  result  of  an  ac- 
cident, the  defendant  was  liable  only  for  actual  damages ;  but,  if  tlie  defendant  acted 
with  the  intention  of  annoying,  harrassiog,  or  teasing  the  plamtifl^  then  the  rule 
would  be  different;  and  in  the  latter  case,  even  if  the  injury  was  unintentional, 
the  jury  might  give  more  than  the  actual  damages — they  might  give  **  smart  mo- 
ney."   i/eW,  correct 

Is  actions  for  injuries  to  the  person  or  character,  it  is  not  possible,  in  the  nature  of 
things,  to  ascertain  or  measure  the  extent  of  the  injury  by  any  absolute  pecuniary 
standard.  In  such  cases,  the  damages  cannot  be  fixed  and  established  in  money 
by  the  evidence.  The  hiw  cannot  repair  what  has  been  done,  or  replace  the  party 
in  80  good  a  position  as  he  was.  All  that  it  can  do  is  to  compel  the  party  who 
did  the  injury  to  make  a  pecuniary  satisfaction ;  and,  in  ascertaining  what  it  shall 
be,  all  the  circumstances  under  which  the  injury  occurred,  are  to  be  oonsidered. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  to  the  person  of  the  plamtiff,  by  the 
onlawfbl  and  malicious  act  of  the  defendant,  it  is  neither  a  defence  nor  matter  in 
mitigation  that  the  plainti£f  was  engaged  in  an  unlawfbl  game  upon  the  Sabbath 
at  the  time  of  the  hijurj. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  an  order  at  special  term  denying 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  This  was  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  an  injury  to  the  person.  The  facts  out  of  Avhich  the  action 
arose,  are  very  fully  stated  in  tlie  opinion  of  the  court. 
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Waldo  HutchinSj  for  the  apj>ellant. 

L  The  judge  erred  in  refusing  to  charge,  as  requested  by  de- 
fendant's counsel,  **  that  as  the  plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  he  sus- 
tained the  injury  complained  of,  present  in  a  public  or  tippling 
house,  engaged  in  playing  a  game  which  was  in  violation  of  law, 
he  cannot  recover  damages  for  the  injury  complained  of."  Also, 
in  refusing  to  charge  **  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  negligence ;  and,  therefore,  cannot  re- 
cover damages  for  the  injury."  And  furthermore,  in  refusing  to 
charge  '*  that  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  at  the  time  engaged 
in  an  amusement  in  an  unlawful  manner,  might  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  mitigation  of  damages."  2  E.  S.  (4th  cd.)  83, 
§  66 ;  Bostvorth  v.  Inhabitants  ofSwansey,  10  Met.  363 ;  SlicJck  v. 
Richmond^  1  Hill,  77 ;  Sedg.  Meas.  of  Damages,  468,  and  cases 
cited.  IL  The  judge  erred  in  charging  the  jury  that  if  the  act 
of  the  defendant  was  malicious,  then  the  jury  might  give  smart 
money,  There  was  certainly  no  evidence  in  the  case  of  express 
malice,  or  from  which  malice  could  be  inferred,  and  it  was  there 
fore  error  on  the  part  of  the  judge  to  submit  the  question  of  ma 
lice  to  the  jury.  Krom  v.  Schoonmaker,  8  Barb.  S.  C.  647 ;  Sedg. 
on  Mea&  of  Damages,  454,  455 ;  8  Oreenl.  Ev.  §§  14,  15, 144  to 
147.  ILL  The  judge  erred  in  charging  the  jury,  that  if  the  act 
was  done  with  the  intention  to  annoy  or  tease  the  plaintiff,  then 
also  they  might  give  smart  money.  17.  The  damages  found  by 
the  jury  were,  under  the  circumstances^  excessive. 

John  Gfraham  and  George  Carpenter^  for  the  respondent. 

L  It  is  absurd  to  say,  because  a  man  is  acting  unlawfully 
himself,  or  is  in  an  unlawful  position,  that,  civilly  speaking,  any 
wrong  can  be  done  to  him,  witnout  any  responsibility  attaching 
to  the  person  who  does  it.  II.  To  ask  the  court  to  charge  the 
jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  negligence,  was  asking  the 
court  to  take  the  whole  case  firom  the  jury.  Why  did  not  the 
defendant  move  for  a  non-suit  at  once  ?  III.  So  long  as  the 
plaintiff  did  not  contribute  to  his  injury,  it  is  difficult  to  see  what 
his  actions  or  conduct  had  to  do  with  the  defendant's  mischiev- 
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ously  putting  his  eye  out  How  could  they  possibly  qualify  the 
animus  of  the  defendant  ?  lY.  A  malicious  injury  is  always  pun- 
ishable with  exemplary  damages.  There  are  different  ways  of 
showing  malice.  Annoyance  is  one  of  the  most  marked.  The 
charge  on  this  point  is  nothing  but  the  assertion  of  a  £Eimiliar 
principle. 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — The  defendant  Levielle  is 
the  keeper  of  a  liquor  store  in  Thirty-third  street  On  a  Sunday 
afternoon  in  November  last^  he  invited  the  plaintiff  Etchberry  to 
come  to  his  store  and  take  a  glass  of  wine.  Etchberry  accepted 
the  invitation,  and,  while  they  were  at  the  store,  Levielle,  and 
other  parties  who  were  there,  commenced  playing  at  a  game. 
The  game  consisted  in  blowing  a  sharp  piece  of  steel  with  feathers 
attached  to  it,  through  a  tube,  at  a  target  When  Levielle  blew 
the  piece  of  steel  at  the  target,  Etchberry  went  up  to  count  the 
game,  whereupon  Levielle  blew  through  the  tube  at  him,  and 
the  instrument  or  arrow  struck  him  in  the  back  collar  of  his  coat 
Levielle  was  then  told,  by  a  bystander,  that  he  ought  not  to  do 
it ;  that  it  was  dangerous ;  that  if  Etchberry  should  turn  his  head 
it  might  hurt  him.  But,  not  heeding  this  warning,  he  blew  the 
arrow  at  Etchberry  again,  and  struck  him  in  the  back.  Etch- 
berry then  went  up  to  Levielle  in  a  menacing  manner,  and  raised 
his  fist  to  strike  him.  Some  hard  words  passed  between  them, 
Etchberry  appearing  to  be  in  a  passion.  Levielle  laughing,  and 
in  good  nature,  and  not  excited.  A  few  minutes  after,  Etchbeiy 
being  near  the  target,  Levielle  shot  at  him  again ;  and,  as  Etch- 
berry stepped  back  from  the  target  and  turned  his  head,  Levielle 
pointed  the  tube  at  him,  blew  through  it  again,  and  the  instru- 
ment struck  Etchberry  in  the  eye.  The  bystanders  gathered 
around,  Etchberry  drew  the  instrument  from  his  eye,  and,  as  he 
did  so,  the  blood  started  out,  and  he  seemed  to  be  suffering  a 
great  deal.  He  went  home,  was  laid  up  for  four  months  and  & 
half,  keeping  his  bed  nearly  tlie  whole  of  that  time,  suffered  » 
great  deal  of  pain,  especially  in  the  head,  the  inflammation  lasting 
^ree  months  and  a  half,  and  totally  lost  the  use  of  his  eye.    He 
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was  attended,  during  his  sickness,  bj  three  physicians,  whose 
bills  amounted  to  over  $800,  and  was  put  to  other  expense 
in  the  course  of  his  sickness,  amounting  altogether  to  $112. 
He  was  a  builder.  He  had  to  give  up  his  business  in  conse- 
quence of  the  injury,  and  had  not  been  able,  up  to  the  time 
of  the  trial — seven  months  after — ^to  do  any  business.  He  was 
the  father  of  six  children,  four  of  them  dependent  upon  him  for 
support  Upon  this  state  of  &cts,  the  jury  gave  him  $5000 
damages. 

The  judge  was  requested  to  charge  the  jury  that,  as  the  plain- 
tiff was  present  in  a  public  tippling  house  engaged  in  playing  the 
game  out  of  which  the  injury  arose,  which  was  in  violation  of 
law,  he  could  not  recover  damages  for  the  injury  ;  that  under 
the  circumstances  he  was  himself  guilty  of  negligence,  and  could 
not  therefore  recover ;  or,  as  he  was  engaged  in  an  amusement 
in  an  unlawful  manner,  that  that  might  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion in  mitigation  of  damages.  .  Which  instruction  the  judge 
refused  to  give.  The  judge,  among  other  things,  charged  the 
jury  that  if  the  injury  was  the  result  purely  of  an  accident,  then 
the  defendant  was  liable  only  for  the  actual  damages ;  but  that 
if  the  defendant  acted  with  the  intention  of  annoying,  harrassing, 
or  teasing  the  plaintiff  after  warning,  then  the  rule  would  be  dif- 
ferent, even  though  the  actual  injury  was  unintentionaL  That 
if  the  act  of  the  defendant  was  malicious,  or  such  as  he,  the  judge, 
had  described — ^if  it  was  done  with  the  intention  to  annoy  or 
tease  the  plaintiff;  that  then  they  might  give  more  than  actual 
damages — ^they  might  give  smart  money ;  but  if  not,  then  only 
the  actual  damages. 

In  this  instruction,  the  judge  distinguished  between  an  injury 
proceeding  from  an  act  done  with  no  mischievous  or  harmful 
intent,  and  an  injury,  though  greater  than  was  intended,  the  re- 
sult of  an  act  evincing  a  mischievous  disposition  to  annoy,  harrass, 
or  tease.  Holding,  in  effect,  that  in  the  one  case  the  party  whose 
act  caused  the  injury  would  be  responsible  to  the  extent  of  the 
actual  damage  sustained,  however  harmless  his  intention ;  but, 
that  in  the  other,  the  act  would  be  malicious,  and  the  jurj"  might 
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go  beyond  the  actual  damages,  and  give  smart  money.  This  was 
a  proper  distinction.  An  act  done  with  the  intention  of  annoy- 
ing, harrassing,  or  teasing,  after  due  warning,  is  a  malicious  act, 
in  the  sense  in  which  that  word  is  understood  in  the  law,  and  as 
it  is  applied  in  the  question  of  damages.  Malice  has  been  com- 
prebensively  defined  to  be  "  the  intentional  doing  of  a  wrongful 
act  with  knowledge  of  its  character,  and  without  just  cause  or 
excuse.  StaU  v.  York^  9  Mete.  104 ;  Wiggins  v.  Coffin^  3  Story,  7. 
We  distinguish  between  malice  in  law — which  is  a  mere  infer- 
ence or  presumption  of  law — from  an  act,  unlawful  in  itself,  which 
is  injurious  to  another,  {Lhincan  v.  Thwaite^  3  B.  &  C.  585 ;)  and 
express  or  actual  malice,  which  relates  to  the  actual  state  or  con- 
dition of  mind  of  the  person  who  did  the  act,  and  which  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.  2 
Starkie^s  £v.  674.  To  constitute  express  or  actual  malice,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  act  should  proceed  from  hatred  or  ill-will 
to  the  person  injured ;  but  it  may  be  inferred  from  a  mischievous 
intention  of  the  mind,  or  from  inexcusable  recklessness.  Sex  v. 
Harvey^  2  B.  &  C.  268 ;  1  Bussell  on  Crimes,  488,  n.  i;  6  Amer. 
Law  Beg.  322.  Such  was  the  case  here.  The  defendant  may 
not  have  intended  to  put  out  the  plaintiff's  eye,  or  to  do  him  any 
serious  bodily  harm ;  but  he  wantonly  and  recklessly  persisted 
in  shooting  or  blowing  at  him  a  sharp  pointed  instrument,  im- 
pelled, according  to  the  testimony,  with  great  directness  and 
xbrce-— an  act  highly  dangerous,  deUberately  done,  exhibiting  a 
reckless  disregard  of  the  safety  of  others,  and  a  wanton  and  ma- 
licious spirit  of  mischief.  He  repeated  the  act  after  he  was  urged 
to  desist,  and  warned  that  it  was  dangerous ;  and  when  the  plain- 
tiff provoked  by  the  repetition  of  the  assault,  threatened  to  strike 
him,  he  persisted,  did  it  again,  and  desisted  only  when  the  dart 
or  arrow  lodged  in  the  plaintiff's  eye.  That  this  was  acting  ma- 
liciously in  the  sense  in  which  the  term  is  understood  in  the  law, 
does  not,  in  my  judgment,  admit  of  doubt.  It  evinced  a  delib- 
erate intention  to  vex,  injure,  and  annoy,  regardless  of  conse- 
quences. The  consequences  were,  probably,  more  serious  than 
was  intended;  but  the  malicious  act  consisted  in  persistently 
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doing,  against  all  warning  and  remonstrance,  what  involved  the 
possibility  of  such  a  oonseqnence.  The  object  of  punitory  or 
exemplary  damages  is  that  they  may  operate  as  a  punishment 
ftnd  restraint  to  the  offender,  and  as  a  benefit  and  example  to  the 
community,  (Sedgwick  on  Damages,  454 ;  Mayne  on  Damages, 
18) ;  and  certainly,  conduct  like  this  comes  within  the  spirit  and 
intent  of  this  principle  of  the  law  of  damages. 

In  actions  for  injuries  to  the  person  or  character,  it  is  not  possible, 
in  the  nature  of  things,  to  ascertain  or  measure  the  extent  of  the  in- 
jury  by  any  absolute  pecuniary  standard.  The  value  of  an  eye  is 
not  susceptible  of  exact  and  positive  proo^  like  the  value  of  a  watch 
or  a  piece  of  furniture.  In  the  one  case  a  pecuniary  compensation 
can  be  given,  that  may  enable  the  injured  party  to  replace  what 
he  has  lost  by  a  thing  of  equal  value ;  but  in  the  other  the  injury 
is  irreparable.  In  such  cases,  therefore,  it  is  idle  to  talk  of  the 
actual  damage  as  a  thing  ascertainable  or  which  can  be  fixed  or 
established  by  evidence.  The  law  cannot  repair  what  has  been 
done,  or  replace  the  party  in  as  good  a  condition  as  he  was.  All 
that  it  can  do  is  to  compel  the  party  who  did  the  injury  to  make 
a  pecuniary  satis&ction ;  and,  in  ascertaining  what  it  shall  be,  all 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  injuiy  occurred  are  to  be  taken 
into  account,  weighed,  and  considered.  This  necessarily  includes 
the  motive  or  intention  with  which  the  act  was  done.  If  the 
party  who  did  the  act  contemplated  or  intended  to  injure,  or  if 
he  Imowingly,  wantonly,  and  recklessly  persisted  in  doing  acts 
fraught  with  great  danger  or  probability  of  injury,  and  which 
ultimately  produced  it,  then,  as  a  punishment,  and  to  deter  him 
flom  such  conduct  in  future,  and  as  a  benefit  and  example  to  the 
community,  he  should  be  oompelled  to  pay  a  greater  sum  as  the 
pecuniary  equivalent  or  satisfaction,  than  one  who  is  liable,  hav- 
ing caused  an  injury,  but  who  had  no  design  or  intention  to 
injure.  This  was  substantially  the  distinction  made  by  the  judge 
upon  the  trial,  divested  of  the  language  in  which  it  was  expressed. 
It  was  a  just  distinction,  and  one  by  which  the  jury* had  a  right 
to  be  governed,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  in  fixing  the 
amount  of  damage& 
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The  instraction  requested  was  properly  refused.  There  was 
nothing  in  the  case  to  show  that  the  plainti£^  by  any  n^ligence 
on  his  part,  contributed  to  the  iiijnry.  Even  if  he  was  engaged 
in  an  tmlawfol  amusement  or  game  upon  Sunday,  which  is  by  no 
means  dear  upon  the  evidence,  it  furnished  no  l^;al  excuse  for 
the  assault  that  was  made  upon  his  peison,  nor  could  it  operate 
in  mitigation  of  damages. 

Order  at  special  tearm^  denying  a  new  tzial,  affirmed. 


Ernest  Muldenob,  Administrator  of  Hsbscank  E.  Ludewig 

V.  PATBICnL  McDONOQH. 


A  motion  to  open  a  de^Mdt,  and  set  aside  an  incitieet)  is  addreeied  to  the  dIacretioB 
of  the  coorti  and  no  appeal  Ilea  from  an  order  denying,  sooh  motioa. 

Appeal  from  an  order  at  special  term,  denying  a  motion  to 
open  the  defendant's  de&olt  and  set  aside  an  inquest  taken  against 
him. 

This  suit  was  originally  commenced  in  the  name  of  Hermann 
Ludewig  as  plainti£^  and,  under  the  title  otLudewig  v.  JfeJDofwgh^ 
was  on  the  calendar.  After  issue  joined,  Ludewig  died,  and  the 
present  plaintiff  was  substituted.  The  defendant  put  in  a  new 
answer,  denying,  among  other  things,  the  appointment  of  admin- 
istrator; but  the  cause  was  not  put  upon  the  calendar  under  its 
new  title.  The  cause  being  reached  by  its  original  title,  an  inquest 
was  taken.  The  defendant's  attorney  moved  to  set  aside  the  in* 
quest  on  the  ground  of  irregularity,  but  did  not  specify  the  irrega* 
larity  complained  of  in  his  notice.  The  motion  was  denied,  and 
the  defendant  appealed. 

F.  CahiUf  for  the  appellant. 


k 
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Martin  &  Smiths,  for  the  respondent. 

Bj  the  Court,  Brady,  J. — The  motion  made  at  the  special  term 
ras  one  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  from  the 
rder  made  no  appeal  lies.  St,  John  v.  West^  4  How.  Pr.  Bep.  831 ; 
facfey  V.  Chittenden^  10  Barb.  803 ;  Tracy  v.  N.  T.  Steam  Faucet  Oo., 
K  D.  Smith,  867 ;  Sherman  v.  Felt,  2  Coma  186.  The  order 
light  have  been  reviewed  under  the  rule  of  this  court,  adopted 
[arch,  1861,  upon  the  certificate  of  the  judge  by  whom  the  order 
''as  made,  that  the  question  involved  was  one  of  importance 
nd  doubt.  Mead  v.  Mead,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  223.  The  certificate 
ot  having  been  procured,  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


William  B.  Townsend  r.  Edward  C.  Fisher. 

.  mpplied  to  S.  for  certain  rooms  and  board.  Negotiations  were  entered  into  be* 
tween  them,  which  finally  resulted  in  F.'a  taking  the  rooms  and  paying  $10  to 
bind  the  bargain,  S.  giving  a  receipt  therefor  in  these  words :  "  Received  from 
— —  "  ten  dollars,  which  amonnt  secnres  him  board  for  self  and  lady,  and 
ii  to  be  tpptted  on  the  first  week*s  board ;  to  be  forfeited  if  not  taken."  Prior  to 
giving  this  receipt,  S.  had  made  no  agreement  to  reserve  the  rooms  for  F.  Eleldf 
That  the  receipt  constituted  a  contract  in  writing,  merging  all  prior  parol  nogotia* 
tiona,  and  was  not  liable  to  be  varied  by  paroL 

L  That  any  prior  agreement,  made  by  F.,  to  take  the  rooms,  was  void  for  want 
of  mutnality,  under  the  familiar  rule  of  law  that  an  agreement  consisting  of  mutual 
promiiea  must  be  binding  upon  both  parties  to  it,  or  it  will  bind  neither. 
[L  That  the  sum  of  $10  was,  by  the  receipt,  agreed  upon  as  in  the  nature  of  liqui- 
dated damages,  and  was  the  extent  of  F/s  liability  upon  his  failure  to  take  the 
rooms  according  to  agreement 

Appeal,  by  defendant,  fit>m  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  Court 
t  general  term.  The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as 
asignee  of  Catherine  Sturtevant,  to  recover  $805.10  alleged  to 
e  due  her  for  board.    Mrs.  Sturievant  kept  a  boarding  house 


48  COUBT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 


Townaend  r.  Fisher. 


on  Staten  Island.  On  July  Sd,  1856,  the  defendant  applied  to 
her  for  board  for  himself  and  wife,  and  family — ^in  all,  six  per- 
sons. He  looked  at  the  rooms,  and  said  he  wished  one  changed  so 
as  to  bring  the  three  rooms  which  he  would  occupy  together.  The 
negotiations  were  carried  on  between  him,  and  the  daughter  of 
the  assignor,  Miss  Mary  E.  Sturtevant  On  the  6th  of  July 
following,  Miss  Sturtevant  called  at  Mr.  Fisher's  store,  and 
told  him  that  the  rooms  were  ready  for  his  occupation,  asked  him 
if  he  had  concluded  to  take  them,  and  requested  $10  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  the  rooms,  and  to  bind  the  bargain.  He  gave 
her  $10,  and  she  then  gave  the  following  receipt: 

"  New  York,  July  5th,  1856. 
Received,  from  Mr.  E.  C.  Fisher,  ten  dollars,  which  amount 
secures  him  board  for  self  and  lady,  and  is  to  be  applied  on  the 
first  week's  board ;  to  be  forfeited  if  not  taken. 
"  $10.  Mrs.  C.  Sturtevant." 

This  receipt  was  put  in  evidence  upon  the  trial,  and  marked 
Exhibit  No.  2. 

The  defendant  never  occupied  the  rooms,  and  the  plaintiff 
brought  this  action  to  recover  for  nine  weeks'  board,  at  the  rate 
of  $35  per  week.  Judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff  for 
$147.60,  the  amount  of  the  room  rent,  deducting  the  board ;  which 
was  affirmed  at  general  term.    The  defendant  appealed. 

Clark  &  ComwaUy  for  the  appellant 

I.  Exhibit  No.  2  is  not  only  a  receipt,  but  also  a  contract ; 
and,  when  a  receipt  is  in  the  nature  of  a  contract,  it  is,  so  far, 
within  the  general  rule  that  contracts  in  writing  cannot  be  varied 
or  explained  by  parol  testimony.  1  Cow.  k  Hill's  Notes  on  Ph. 
Ev.,  216  and  217;  2  Id.,  1439;  /Smt*  v. -Brown,  3  Hawks' (N.  C.) 
Rep.  580;  Jl/ay  v.  JSaJcoci,  4  Ham.  Ohio  R.  384 ;  Querry  y.White^ 
1  Bibb's  (Ky.)  Rep.  871 ;  Raymond  v.  Bcberia,  2  Aik.  (Vt.)  Rep. 
204 ;  SUme  v.  Vance^  6  Ham.  (0.)  Rep.  246 ;  Benjamin  v.  Sinclair^ 
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L  Bail  (S.  C.)  Bep.  174 ;  Cherry  y.  HoUy,  U  Wend.  26  ]  Barber 
r.  Brace^  3  Conn.  Bep.  9. 

IL  The  object  of  the  paper,  Exhibit  No.  2,  and  of  the  payment 
»f  the  $10  bj  the  defendant,  was  to  settle  the  terms  of  the  con- 
ract,  to  secure  Mrs.  Sturtevant  against  loss  in  case  the  board  was 
lot  taken,  and  to  fix  and  limit  the  liability  of  the  defendant  The 
ame  view  is  supported  by  the  other  evidence,  (a)  The  fact  that 
liiss  Sturtevant  called  on  the  defendant  on  the  6th  July,  shows 
hat  the  arrangement  was  left  unfinished  on  the  Sd.  (b)  Also 
he  £ict  that  she  wanted  a  payment  of  $10  to  ''  bind  the  bargain," 
ts  she  says.  But  Miss  Sturtevant  incidentally  reveals  her  real 
object  in  asking  for  the  payment :  *'  I  stated  that  parties  had 
engaged  these  rooms  before,  and  not  taken  them."  (c)  The 
ame  fiicts  are  more  fully  established  by  the  evidence  that  '*  She 
isked  Mr.  Fisher  if  he  had  concluded  to  come  down  and  take  the 
ooms,"  and  asked  him  "  for  an  advance  of  money  for  the  pur- 
yose  of  securing  the  rooms."  {d)  But,  in  any  event,  there  was 
lo  valid  agreement  made  until  Exhibit  No.  2  was  given,  as  the 
imount  was  over  $30,  and  a  verbal  arrangement  would  come 
vithin  the  statute  of  frauds. 

I£L  The  written  contract  was  the  consummation  of  all  previ- 
ous arrangements  in  relation  to  the  board,  Und,  for  the  mutual 
nterest,  and  to  the  mutual  satisfaction  of  the  parties,  fixed  and 
iquidated  the  damages  for  failure  to  take  the  rooms ;  and  all 
estimony  in  relation  to  previous  conversations,  or  going  to  vary 
he  terms  of  the  contract,  should  have  been  stricken  out 

lY.  The  plaintiff  should  have  been  non-suited  because  Exhibit 
^o.  2  conclusively  ahowfl,  not  only  that  the  damages  for  not 
aking  the  board  were  fixed  and  liquidated,  but  also  that  they 
¥ere  paid,  and  the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action. 

Y.  The  verdict  should  have  been  for  the  defendant,  because 
he  only  proof  of  any  contract  that  the  court  could  consider  was 
Sxhibit  No.  2,  which  did  not  fix  any  liability  upon  the  defend- 
int^  but,  on  the  contrary,  showed  oonclusively  that  he  had  paid 
he  damages  as  fixed  by  the  parties.  A  verdict  for  the  plaintiff* 
nras  error — being  without  proof  to  sustain  it 

Vol.  n.  4 
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VI.  There  was  no  proof  before  the  court  that  Mrs.  Sturtevant 
sustained  any  damage  by  the  neglect  of  the  defendant  to  take 
the  board.  It  may  have  been  an  advantage  to  her.  The  court 
cannot  assume  that  she  suffered  damage.  Much  less  can  it  fix 
the  damage  at  a  considerable  amount  without  any  proof  what- 
ever. There  being  no  proof  to  sustain  the  damages  as  found,  or 
at  any  sum,  the  verdict  would  be  error,  even  if  Exhibit  No.  2 
did  not  fix  and  liquidate  the  damages.  The  universal  rule  is, 
that  "  The  plaintiff  must  show  himself  to  have  sustained  dam- 
ages," and  ''  compensation  will  only  be  given  for  actual  loss." 
Sedgwick  on  Damages,  200 ;  Id.  210,  211 ;  Wilson  v.  Martin,  1 
iDenio,  605;  JSjpencer  v.  Habiedj  1  Denio,  606 ;  /Shannon  v.  (hm- 
a69ck,  21  Wend.  457;  Chwmlerhin  y.  AT  CaUister,  6  Dana's  (Ky.) 
Bep.  852  ;  OoUdweU  v.  Seed,  Littell's  (Ey.)  SeL  Cas.  866. 

H.  D,  Townsend,  for  the  respondents. 

L  The  only  defence  interposed  in  this  case,  is  a  receipt  marked 
Exhibit  2,  which,  defendant  claims,  so  alters  the  original  contract 
as  to  preclude  a  recovery  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The  same 
must  be  entirely  disregarded,  for  the  following  reasons :  FirsL 
The  controjct  was  made  between  Catherine  Sturtevant  and  the 
defendant^  at  her  house  on  Staten  Island,  July  8,  1856,  and  was 
complete.  The  receipt  was  signed  July  5,  when  the  witness^ 
Mary  Sturtevant,  went  to  the  store  of  defendant  to  notify  him 
that  the  rooms  were  ready.  Site  had  no  right  to  make  a  new  con' 
•tracL  Second.  The  receipt  is  not  signed  by  Mrs.  Sturtevant — 
nor  shown  that  she  assented  to  it  or  ever  knew  it. 

n.  The  contract  was  complete — ^fuUy  complied  with,  as  &r  as 
lay  in  plaintiff's  power.  The  defendant  having  &iled  on  his 
part,  is  liable  to  pay  the  full  amount,  and  for  the  full  term  con- 
tracted. 1  Chitty '«  Gen.  Pr.  81 ;  Odndell  v.  Pentrige,  4  Carp.  875 ; 
Payani  v.  Qardolf,  2  Car.  k  P.  870;  Fanat  v.  Ckuh,  5  Bam.  k. 
jLdol.  904 ;  Beed  v.  Bayer,  4  McCord,  247. 

III.  When  one  contracts  to  employ  another  for  a  certain  po* 
Tiod  for  a  specified  consideration,  and  discharges  him  without 
cause  before  the  expiration  of  the  time,  he  is  bound  to  pay  him 
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the  fan  amount  of  wages  for  the  whole  time.  Costigan  v.  Mohawk 
RR  Co.,  2  Denio,  609 ;  Chitty  on  Cont.  (oth  Am.  ed.)  575  to  581 ; 
1  Chitty's  Gen.  Pr.  72  to  83  ;  Brown  on  Actions  on  Cont  180-6, 
50i-6. 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — ^It  is  quite  immaterial,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  action,  what  took  place  at  the  interview  on  July  3d, 
13  it  is  manifest  that  Mrs.  Sturtevant  did  not  consider  herself 
obligated,  by  anything  then  said,  to  retain  the  rooms  for  the  de- 
fendant The  object  in  calling  on  the  defendant  on  July  5th, 
svaa,  in  the  language  of  Miss  Sturtevant,  who  appears  throughout 
\jo  have  acted  as  the  agent  of  her  mother;  "  to  bind  the  bargain." 
Before  this  was  considered  by  her  as  accomplished,  and  the  rooms 
secured  to  the  defendant,  he  was  required  to  pay  $10.  At  this 
ime  the  only  agreement  was  entered  into,  by  which  Mrs.  Sturte- 
irant  and  the  defendant  considered  themselves  bound.  Its  terms 
ire  clearly  expressed  in  the  receipt^  and  are  not  liable  to  be  varied 
oy  parol  evidence.  Wol/e  v.  Myera^  3  Sand.  S.  C.  Eep.  7 ;  Niles  v. 
Culver^  8  Barb.  S.  C.  Rep,  205,  C.  C.  By  it  the  defendant  secured 
x>ard  for  himself  and  lady  with  Mrs.  Sturtevant,  not  for  any 
specified  time,  and  the  $10  thus  paid  to  bind  the  bargain  was  to 
ipply  on  the  first  week's  board ;  and,  if  the  board  was  not  taken, 
;he  amount  paid  was  to  be  forfeited.  The  parties  having  thus 
igreed  upon  a  sum  in  the  nature  of  liquidated  damages,  that  is 
;he  extent  of  the  defendant's  liability.  Sedgwick  on  Meas.  of 
Damages,  397. 

Another  reason  might  be  assigned,  if  it  were  necessary,  for 
lisregaiding  the  interviews  between  the  parties  prior  to  this 
nrritten  contract  being  entered  into.  It  is  the  familiar  rule 
)f  law,  that  an  agreement,  consisting  of  mutuid  promises,  must 
oe  obligatory  upon  both  parties  to  it,  or  it  will  bind  neither. 
3hitty  on  Contracts,  15;  Livingston  v.  Rogers,  1  Caines,  583; 
Tucker  v.  Woods,  12  John.  190;  Keep  v.  Goodridi,  Id.  397; 
Efner  v.  Shaw,  2  Wend.  567 ;  Lester  v.  Jeweti,  12  Barb.  502. 
Before  July  5th,  it  was  clearly  optional  with  Mrs.  Sturtevant 
ivhethcr  she  would  retain  the  rooms  for  the  defendant,  or  not; 
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and,  indeed,  it  seems  she  did  not  consider  them  taken  until  the 
$10,  demanded  to  bind  the  bargain,  was  paid.  Prior  to  its  pay- 
ment, there  was  no  obligation  upon  her  part  to  furnish  the  de- 
fendant with  rooms  and  board;  and  the  alleged  agreement  upon 
which  a  recovery  has  been  had  in  the  court  below,  was  therefore 
void  for  want  of  mutuality.  1  Parsons  on  Cont  878. 
Judgment  reversed. 


Ths  Bippowam  Co.  v.  Psteb  B.  Strong. 

Where,  upon  appeal,  the  Jadgment  is  rerened  and  a  new  trial  is  ordered,  and  no 
provision  is  inserted  in  the  order  allowing  either  party  to  use,  upon  snch  new  trial, 
any  of  the  testimony  previously  taken,  the  case  stands  in  every  respect  as  if  no 
trial  had  taken  placo ;  and  it  is  error  to  allow,  on  such  new  trial,  the  evidence 
taken  on  the  former  trial  to  be  read  from  the  printed  case. 

Appeal  fix>m  a  jadgment  entered  on  the  report  of  a  referee. 
The  action  was  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  The  cause  was 
referred,  the  referee  reported  in  the  plaintiff's  favor,  jadgment 
was  perfected  upon  his  report,  an  appeal  was  taken  therefrom, 
and,  on  the  appeal,  the  judgment  was  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
was  ordered.  The  order,  omitting  the  recitals,  was  in  the  follow- 
ing words : 

*  *  *  "  It  is  this  day  ordered  that  such  judgment  be  re- 
versed, and  case  referred  back  to  the  referee,  either  party  to  pro- 
duce farther  testimony.  Costs  of  trial  and  appeal  to  abide 
event." 

On  the  second  trial  before  the  same  referee,  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney offered  to  read,  from  the  printed  case,  the  testimony  taken  on 
the  former  trial.  It  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant  The  ob- 
jection was  overruled,  and  an  exception  taken ;  and,  the  referee 
having  reported  in  the  plaintiff's  jGEivor,  and  jadgment  having^ 
been  perfected  thereon,  the  defendant  again  appealed. 
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S.  Weir  BooaeveU,  for  the  appellant 
W.  Silliman^  for  tlie  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — ^The  order  made  by  this  court  at 
general  tenn  upon  the  former  appeal,  in  effect  reversed  the  judg- 
ment entered  upon  the  referee's  report,  and  sent  the  case  back 
for  a  new  trial. 

No  provision  was  made  whereby  either  party  was  permitted 
to  use,  upon  such  new  trial,  any  of  the  testimony  pn^vionsly 
taken,  and  consequently  the  case  stood  in  the  43ame  position,  in 
every  respect^  as  if  no  trial  had  taken  place. 

It  appears  that,  on  the  new  trial  before  the  referee,  he  permit- 
ted the  plaintiff  to  read  in  evidence  all  the  former  testimony  in 
the  case,  notwithstanding  the  defendant  objected.  In  this  the 
referee  erred.  The  defendant  was  entitled  to  have  the  witnesses 
examined  orally,  and  in  the  usual  manner ;  and,  the  referee's 
report  being  founded  upon  testimony  improperly  admitted  in 
evidence,  the  judgment  entered  thereon  must,  for  that  reason,  be 
reversed. 

Judgment  reversed  and  new  trial  ordered,  costs  to  abide  the 
event 


Edwabd  Fai.es  v.  Thomas  MoKbon. 

Where  a  hone  is  adid  by  written  biU  of  sale,  ocmtatninga  wftnttQty  M  to  BouDdnefl^ 
writing  meiges  ill  ootemporanooos  parol  agreementfl^— e.  g^  ao  agreement  that  the 
seller  wHl  take  back  the  hone  and  refhnd  the  money  within  a  specified  time, — 
and  the  pordiafler  hi  limited,  in  his  recovery  for  any  defects  warranted  against, 
to  such  damages  as  arise  fitnn  a  breach  of  the  written  warranty. 

The  measure  of  damages,  in  an  action  for  breach  of  warranty  of  Bonndneas  on  the 
sale  of  a  horse,  is  the  differenoe  between  the  yaloe  of  the  horse  at  the  time  of  sale 
oomddered  as  sound,  and  his  valne  with  the  defects  shown. 

And  where,  in  soch  an  action,  the  plaintiff  fails  to  furnish  any  proof  of  damage 
within  this  role,  the  comphdnt  should  be  dismissed. 
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Appeal  bj  defendant  firom  a  judgment  of  the  Third  Distriot 
Court    The  &cts  of  the  case  are  fallj  stated  in  the  opinion. 

PaUison  A  WaUan,  for  the  appeUant. 

Henry  H.  Mcrange^  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — ^The  plaintiff  sues  to  recover  dam- 
ages alleged  to  have  arisen  from  the  sale  of  a  horse  by  the  defend- 
ant  It  appears  that  in  June,  1867,  the  defendant  sold  and  de- 
livered to  Henry  H.  Morange  a  stud  horse,  wagon,  harness, 
blankets,  &c.,  for  the  sum  of  $200,  and,  on  receipt  of  the  price, 
executed  and  delivered  a  bill  of  sale,  containing  a  warranty  that 
the  horse  was  sound,  with  the  exception  of  being  sprung  in  the 
knee.  At  the  same  time,  as  the  plaintiff  alleges,  the  ddendant 
verbally  agreed  that  i^  at  any  time  within  six  months,  the  things 
thus  sold  were  returned  to  him,  he  would  refund  or  return  the 
money  paid  for  them.  After  the  purchase,  the  horse  was  stabled 
with  the  defendant  about  three  weeks,  when  Morange  removed 
him ;  and  it  was  only  after  this  removal,  and  after  the  horse  had 
been  frequently  driven  by  Morange,  that  he  became  convinced 
that  the  horse  waA  foundered,  and  otherwise  unsound.  He  then 
requested  the  defendant  to  take  back  the  articles  sold  and  return 
the  money,  which  was  refused. 

In  November,  1857,  Morange,  by  parol,  assigned  to  the  plain- 
tiff his  claim  for  the  money  thus  paid,  and  damages ;  and,  und&r 
the  assignment  thus  made,  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  in  this 
action  $250,  being  for  the  money  paid  at  the  time  of  sale,  for 
damages  arising  out  of  a  breach  of  the  warranty  by  reason  of  the 
unsoundness  of  the  horse,  and  also  the  expense  paid  and  incurred 
in  keeping  and  endeavoring  to  effect  his  cure,  and  in  repairing 
the  wagon.  It  does  not  appear  that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  a 
particular  sum  was  named  as  the  value  of  each  article  sold ;  but 
the  whole  was  sold  in  one  lot,  at  the  stated  price. 

On  the  trial  before  the  justice,  evidence  was  admitted,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  showing  the  expense  of  keeping  the  horse 
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rom  the  time  of  his  removal  from  tfae  defendant's  stable,  and 
Iso  respecting  the  alleged  verbal  agreement  to  take  back  the 
orse,  made  by  the  defendant  with  Morange  at  the  time  the  bill 
f  sale  was  delivered  and  the  prioe  paid.  The  defendant  objected 
>  the  admission  of  this  testimony,  but  the  jostioe  permitted  it  to 
o  to  the  jury.  No  evidence  was  introduced  by  the  plaintiff 
especting  the  value  of  the  horse,  either  with  or  without  the 
Il^ed  defects ;  while  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
nt  showed  that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  the  horse  was  actually 
rorth  $125,  and  the  wagon,  harness,  &c.,  about  $100.  AAer 
auch  conflicting  evidence  relative  to  the  soundness  of  the  horse, 
t  the  time  of  sale,  the  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  who  ren 
.ered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $180. 

Prior  to  this,  however,  and  after  the  plaintiff  rested,  the  defend- 
nt  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  upon  the  following  grounds, 
rith  others :  1st.  That  a  mere  verbal  assignment  of  the  claim 
aed  upon,  conferred  no  right  of  action  upon  the  plaintiff  as 
gainst  the  defendant ;  2d.  That  no  damages  were  proved  to 
ave  been  sustained  by  Morange,  or  by  the  plaintiff  as  assignee 
r  otherwise,  by  reason  of  any  alleged  unsoundness  of  the  hoi-se. 
%e  motion  was  denied ;  and,  on  this  appeal,  we  are  asked  to 
sview  the  decision  of  the  justice  thus  made,  and  also  to  reverse 
tie  judgment  appealed  from,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  against  the 
vidence. 

From  the  statement  of  the  case  I  have  here  given,  it  is  quite 
bvious  that,  if  the  plaintiff  acquired  any  right  of  action  wliat- 
vcr  against  the  defendant,  by  reason  of  the  parol  assignment  of 
be  daim  of  Morange,  he  was  limited  in  his  recovery  to  such 
iamages  as  should  be  proven  to  have  resulted  from  a  breach  of 
he  warranty  contained  in  the  bill  of  sale,  and  which,  being  in 
friting,  merged  all  cotemporaneous  verbal  agreements  between 
he  parties  to  it.  1  Greenleaf 's  Ev.  §§  276,  276.  These  dam- 
ges  would  consist  of  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the 
lorse  at  the  time  of  sale,  considering  him  as  sound,  and  his  value 
nth  the  defects  alleged.     Voorhees  v.  Eai%  2  Hill,  288 ;  Gary  v. 
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Oruman,  4  Id.  626 ;  OmdoAr.  Hutchinaan,  10  Barb.  211 ;  Sedg- 
wick on  Meas.  of  Damages,  290. 

The  plaintiff  haying  neglected  at  the  trial  to  fnrniBh  any  proof 
of  damage  within  the  rale  stated,  the  justice  erred  in  refusing  to 
dismiss  the  complaint ;  and,  as  the  evidence  subsequentlj  intro- 
duced by  the  defendant  showed  that  the  horse,  wagon,  and  har- 
ness were,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  actually  worth  more  than  the 
price  Morange  paid  for  them,  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  against 
the  evidence,  and  the  judgment  must  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


George  W.  Corning  v.  John  Calvert. 

0.  applied  to  B.,  in  writing,  to  procure  him  a  loan  of  $7,000  on  two  housea  and  lots— 
$4,000  on  one^  and  $3,000  on  the  other.  NothiDg  was  said  in  the  application  as 
to  whether  one  or  two  mortgages  would  be  given,  but  C.  verbally  stated  that  the 
money  could  be  put  in  one  or  two  mortgages,  as  the  lender  desired.  B.  found  a 
person  willing  to  loan  $7,000  on  one  mortgage,  but  the  loan  was  never  made, 
owing  to  C.*B  ref\isal  to  accept  it  unless  upon  Bei»arate  mortgagea    Ileld^ 

L  That  B.  had  performed  his  service,  and  was  eatitled  to  his  commissioQ  fur  prooa^ 
ing  the  loan. 

II.  That  it  was  immaterial  that  B.  acted  in  the  matter  through  an  agent — the  latter 
having  sworn  that  he  was  the  agent  of  B.,  and  so  estopped  himself  from  interpos- 
ing any  daim  to  the  oommissions. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  Court  at 
general  term.  This  was  an  action  to  recover  for  broker's  com- 
missions earned  by  one Britton,  and  assigned  to  the  present 

plaintifT.  The  defendant  applied  to  Britton  to  procure  him  a 
loan  on  two  houses  in  Twentieth  street,  New  York  city.  The 
application  was  in  writing,  and  was  signed  by  S.  B.  Peet  It 
contained  a  diagram  of  the  houses,  and  then  proceeded  as  fol- 
lows: 

"  Seven  thousand  dollars  wanted  on  the  above  houses  and  lots 
as  per  diagram— four  thousand  dollars  on  the  house  No.  74.  *  *  * 
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rhe  Other  house  is,  same  as  the  other/77b.  72,  22  1-2  by  40,  lot 
12  1-2  by  80 — wanted  a  mortgage  for  three  thousand  dollars."  *  * 

S.  B.  Peet,  acting  as  the  agent  of Britton,  procured  a  loan 

ipon  this  application,  and  it  was  for  the  commissions  on  the  pro- 
mrement  of  this  loan  that  this  action  was  brought  Judgment 
;ras  rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  which  was  affirmed  at  the  general 
emu  The  defendant  appealed.  The  &cts  in  the  case  are  fully 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

William  itcDermoU,  for  the  appellant 

Parsons^  Rigga  Jk  Eigga^  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — ^There  was  no  confli^of 
testimony  in  this  case.  The  defendant  applied  for  a  loan  of  four 
iiousand  dollars  upon  one  house,  and  three  thousand  dollars  upon 
the  other.  Britton,  to  whom  he  applied,  got  Peet  to  negotiate 
^e  loan.  Peet,  having  found  a  person  who  had  seven  thousand 
lollars  to  loan,  but  wanted  to  loan  it  on  one  mortgage,  called 
ipon  Calvert,  the  defendant,  and  Calvert  told  him  that  "  they 
x>uld  take  their  choice,  and  put  it  in  one  or  two  mortgages,  as 
they  wished."  Poet  then  saw  Mr.  Wight,  the  attorney  of  the 
person  who  had  the  money,  and  Wight  decided  to  loan  it  Wight 
testified  that  the  parties  had  agreed  upon  the  loan ;  that  the  party 
lie  represented  agreed  to  make  it  A  particular  description  of 
the  property  was  then  furnished  to  Wight  If  e  investigated  the 
title  and  completed  it;  but  the  matter  fell  through  been  use  the 
lefendant's  brother  would  not  sign  the  bond  unless  the  loan  was 
in  two  mortgages.  In  consequence  of  which  the  defendant 
said  there  must  be  separate  mortgages,  and  Turner,  who  liad  the 
money,  would  not  loan  it  except  upon  one  bond  and  mortgage. 
[n  all  this  there  was  no  conflict  in  the  testimony.  When  the 
ie&ndant  told  Wight  or  Turner  that  there  must  be  separate 
mortgages,  he  also  said  that  that  was  his  application.  But  his 
ieclaration  to  that  effect  did  not  countervail  or  amount  to  a  de- 
nial of  his  previous  statement  to  Peet  that  it  might  be  in  one  or 
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two  mortgages,  as  the  paitieB  wished.  Or,  if  it  might  be  regard- 
ed as  evidence  conflicting  with  the  testimony  of  Peet,  the  ques- 
tion of  fact  in  conflict  upon  the  evidence,  was  for  the  justice,  and 
his  finding  upon  that  point  cannot  be  reviewed  upon  appeal 

As  the  case  stands  upon  the  evidence,  the  defendant  author- 
ized Peet,  who  was  acting  as  the  agent  of  Britton,  to  procure  the 
loan,  giving  one  bond  and  mortgage.  If  he  had  no  authori^  to 
consent  that  the  loan  might  be  embraced  in  one  mortgage,  he 
should  not  have  directed  Peet  to  procure  it  upon  such  terms.  It 
is  said  that  Britton  was  not  present  at  this  interview  with  the 
defendant.  But  Peet  was  his  agent ;  and  specific  instructions  as 
to  the  terms,  made  to  the  agent,  was  the  same  as  if  made  to  Brit- 
ton. The  application  given  in  evidence  by  the  defendant,  which 
was  in  writing,  did  not  specify  whether  the  loan  was  to  be  secured 
by  one  or  two  mortgages ;  but  merely  that  three  thousand  dollars 
was  wanted  on  one  house,  and  four  on  the  other.  The  proposi- 
tion to  include  both  sums  in  one  mortgage,  therefore,  was  not 
varying  the  terms  of  the  application.  It  simply  made  them  more 
specific.  Peet's  name  is  attached  to  the  application,  showing  that 
the  defendant  negotiated  or  treated  with  him ;  and  if  Peet  was 
acting  as  the  agent  of  another,  it  does  not  lie  with  the  defendant 
to  interpose  that  objection.  The  service  was  rendered.  A  person 
was  found  ready  and  willing  to  make  the  loan  upon  the  proposed 
terms.  The  commission  was  earned,  and  whether  Peet  was  act- 
ing as  the  agent  of  Britton  or  for  himself  is  immaterial  as  res- 
pects the  rights  of  the  defendant  He  swears  he  was  Britton's 
agent,  and  is  thereby  estopped  from  setting  up  any  claim  himsell 
Britton  called  upon  the  defendant  after  Peet's  interview,  thus 
ratifying  and  adopting  Peet's  acts ;  and  the  defendant  told  Brit- 
ton, when  he  called,  that  he  would  pay  him  one  per  cent.  He 
then  recognized  Britton,  and  not  Peet,  as  the  principal  in  the 
business ;  and  Britton,  and  his  agent  Peet,  having  done  what 
they  engaged  to  do,  that  is,  procured  a  person  ready  and  willing 
to  loan  upon  the  terms  proposed  by  the  defendant^  the  oommis- 
sion  was  earned,  and  the  judgment  is  right 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Bernard  Maouire,  Assignee  of  Hiram  H.  Platt  v.  David 

WooDsiDE  &  Luther  Hayden. 

Hie  defeadantflk  as  shipping  mastera,  agreed  with  P.  to  procure  him  emplojrment  oh 
board  a  certain  veaael,  as  carpenter  for  the  voyagei  at  $23  a  month,  and  to  notify 
him  of  the  sailing  of  the  vessel  in  time  to  enable  him  to  get  on  board.  They  failed 
lo  give  him  timely  notice,  and  the  vessel  sailed  without  him. 

In  an  action  upon  the  contract,  where  it  appeared  that  the  breach  complained  of  re- 
iolted  in  a  loss  <^  employment  by  P.,  attended  by  inability  to  obtain  otlier  service, 

Mold,  L  That  the  damages  recoverable  were  the  same  as  if  the  service  of  P.  under 
the  agreement  had  actually  commenced  and  he  had  been  improperly  discharged. 

n.  That  proof  of  a  custom  that  shipping  masters,  in  such  cases,  act  as  agents  of  the 
captain  of  the  vessel,  was  inadmissible. 

IIL  The  action  being  brought  before  the  term  of  the  employment  agreed  up<ni  ex- 
pired, the  recovery  was  Umited  to  the  damages  sustained  up  to  the  time  of  the  triaL 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Fifth  District 
Court.    The  fSEtcts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

H.  P.  Hodman^  for  the  appellants. 

F.  H,  B,  Bryan,  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Bradt,  J. — ^The  defendants,  who  are  shipping 
masters,  agreed,  on  or  about  the  23d  January,  1857,  with  H.  H. 
Pratt,  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiff,  to  give  him  a  berth,  or  to  ship 
him  on  board  the  Lewanteen,  then  about  to  sail  on  a  foreign 
voyage  from  the  port  of  New  York,  as  a  carpenter,  at  the  rate  of 
$28  per  month,  and  to  pay  him  two  months'  wages  in  advance. 
The  assignor  was  to  receive  notice  of  the  sailing  of  the  ship  in 
time  to  enable  him  to  get  on  board.  The  vessel  sailed  on  the 
SOth  January,  1857,  before  the  assignor,  after  notice  of  the  intend- 
ed departure,  had  time  to  board  her ;  and  on  the  9th  February, 
1857,  this  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  a  violation 
of  the  contract.  On  the  facts,  the  finding  of  the  justice  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  is  conclusive,  being  fully  sustained  by  the  testi- 
mony,  although  it  may  be,  in  some  respects,  conflicfting.    The 
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only  questions  on  this  appeal  to  be  passed  upon,  are,  whether  the 
oflfer  to  prove  a  custom,  which  will  be  stated  hereafter,  was 
properly  excluded  ;  and  whether  or  not  the  damages  awarded  hy 
the  court  below  are  warranted  by  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to 
this  and  kindred  cases.     In  this  case,  as  already  stated,  the  con- 
tract was  made  with  the  defendants,  who  are  shipping  masters. 
The  oifer  referred  to  was  embraced  in  the  following  question : 
"  What  is  the  custom  of  shipping  men  on  board  of  ships  hy  the 
landlord  in  person,  who  engages  to  sliip  (Iiem  ;  and  do  they  act  in 
this  matter  as  the  agent  of  the  captain  ?"    A  mere  statement  of 
this  is  sufficient  to  show  its  utter  irrelevancy.    The  agreement 
herein  proved,  depended  not  upon  custom,  and  was  not  made  by 
a  landlord  engaging  to  ship  another,  but  was  made  with  the  de- 
fendants by  the  assignor.     The  exclusion  of  the  question  was 
therefore  proper. 

It  has  been  held  that  where  a  seaman,  hired  for  the  out- 
ward and  return  voyage,  was  improperly  dismissed  by  the  cap- 
tain before  the  service  was  completed,  a  recovery  of  wages 
by  the  seaman  for  the  whole  time  was  proper,  deducting  what 
he  had  otherwise  received  for  his  services  after  his  dismissal,  and 
during  the  time  for  which  his  employer  was  bound  to  make  pay- 
ment, (Abbott  on  Ship.,  4th  Am.  ed.,  442, 443 ;  Hoyi  v.  Wildfire^ 
8  Johns.  518 ;  Ward  v.  Ames^  9  Id.  188 ;  Emerson  v.  Howland^  1 
Mason,  51,  52) ;  but  this  case  depends,  in  some  degree,  upon 
principles  not  embraced  within  the  rule  just  stated.  The  con- 
tract here  is  not  for  service  to  the  employer,  but  to  secure  em- 
ployment under  another,  and  a  violation  of  that  agreement  The 
assignor  never  entered  upon  the  performance  of  the  service  pro- 
mised, and  there  was  no  performance,  partial  or  otherwise,  of  the 
actual  service  contemplated,  although  the  assignor  held  himself 
in  readiness  to  perform  his  contract  with  the  defendants.  Under 
such  circumstances,  the  assignor  could  recover  only  the  actual 
damages  sustained  by  the  breach  complained  of.  The  proof 
showed  that  the  assignor's  board,  during  the  time  he  was  await- 
ing the  sailing  of  the  vessel,  was  $4  per  week,  and  that,  although 
efforts  were  made  thereto,  he  was  unable  to  secure  other  emplov- 
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ment.  When  the  cause  was  tried  (2d  March,  1857,)  a  period  of 
about  five  weeks  had  expired,  and  the  justice  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff, awarding  the  sum  of  $50  for  damages.  The  board  of  the 
assignor  at  $4  per  week,  and  his  payment  at  the  rate  of  $23  per 
month,  would  warrant  a  finding  of  at  least  $18.75.  We  cannot 
say  that  this  would  not  be  a  fidr  compensation,  recompense,  or 
satisfaction  to  the  assignor  for  the  injury  complained  of.  It  is 
difficult  to  determine,  in  a  case  like  this,  precisely  what  would 
be  the  best  mode  of  ascertaining  the  damages  sustained ;  but,  if 
the  breach  result  in  a  loss  of  employment,  and  be  attended  by 
inf^ility  to  obtain  another  service^  it  does  not  seem  unreasonable 
to  adopt  the  same  rulCi  which  would  be  applied  in  case  the  ser- 
yioe  had  commenced,  and  the  party  had  been  improperly  dis- 
charged, provided  such  application  would  not  operate  oppres- 
sirely.  Adopting  this  rule  as  suggested,  there  is  a  slight  excess 
in  the  finding ;  but  it  falls  within  the  principle  de  minimus  non 
curat  2ex,  and,  as  substantial  justice  has  been  done,  the  judgment 
4iould  be  affirmed. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Henrt  G.  Babcock  v.  Henry  J.  Hatmond  and  others. 

In  an  action  to  recover  for  a  Uteraiy  production  shown  to  hare  been  f^imished  the 
defendant  at  hia  reqaeet,  and  oaed  b/  him,  the  opinion  of  the  person  who  prepared 
i^  at  to  iti  actual  Talue,  formed  with  reference  to  the  time  and  labor  employed  in 
ita  preparmlion,  is  competent  to  be  given  in  evidence,  to  sliow  the  amount  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover ;  and,  if  uncontroverted,  should  be  deemed  conclu* 
Bve  upon  the  question  of  valua 

The  proprietors  of  a  newspaper  published  a  standing  notice^  inviting  voluntarj  cor 
lespondenoe  containing  important  news,  promising,  if  thej  used  any  such  when 
10  furnished,  that  it  would  be  liberally  paid  for.  In  consequeooe  of  this  notice, 
an  article  of  a  political  character,  purporting  to  contain  statistics  of  the  views 
of  people  in  different  parts  of  the  country  respecting  the  presidential  candidates 
ift  the  then  coming  election,  was  prepared,  and  'sent  with  a  request  that  if  it  was 
lot  desired,  lo  return  it,  that  the  writer  might  get  a  market  for  it  elsewhere. 
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The  artide  wii  retamed  and  pabBihed.    EMt 

L  That,  under  the  circomstanoefl,  the  defendants,  bj  pabLishuig  the  arUela,  ahoold 

be  oonaidered  asadmitting  it  to  be  of  the  diaracter  which  their  notice  Invited,  and 

were  liable  for  its  yakie. 
II.  The  teethnonj  of  the  writer,  giring  his  opinion  of  its  yalne,  fbnned  with  reference 

to  the  time  and  labor  employed  upon  it,  standing  uncontradicted,  was  soffiotent  to 

entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  judgment  for  the  amount  stated. 
IIL  Upon  such  erideDce^  the  justice  erred  in  dismissing  the  complaint  at  the  triaL 


Appeal  fix>m  a  judgment  of  the  District  C!onrt  for  the  first 
district.  The  action  was  brought  against  the  proprietors  of  the 
New  York  Times,  to  recover  for  the  services  of  plaintiff  in  the 
preparation  of  an  article  published  in  that  paper. 

On  the  trial  before  the  justice,  the  plaintiff  was  sworn  in  his 
own  behalf.  He  testified  to  having  seen  in  the  Times  a  standing 
notice  that  voluntary  correspondence  containing  important  news^ 
was  solicited,  and,  if  used,  would  be  liberallj  paid  for.  In  con- 
sequence,  he  prepared  the  article  in  question.  (A  copy  of  this 
article  was  put  in  evidence.  It  contained  a  summary  of  results 
of  a  canvass  said  to  have  been  made  by  him  in  the  summer 
of  1856,  of  the  preferences  of  electors  and  others  relative  to 
the  presidential  election  then  pending.)  He  sent  this  article 
to  the  editor  of  the  Times,  with  a  letter  to  the  effect  that  if  he 
did  not  wish  it,  to  return  it,  that  he  might  get  a  market  for  it 
elsewhere.  The  article  was  published,  but  had  not  been  paid 
for.    He  considered  it  worth  $20. 

On  cross  examination,  he  stated,  among  other  things,  that  he 
might  have  sent  his  letter  separately  from  the  article. 

The  plaintiff  having  rested,  the  justice,  on  motion  of  defend- 
ants, dismissed  the  complaint ;  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Thephiniiff^  in  person. 

Waldo  Abboij  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — ^The  defendants,  proprietors  of  the 
New  York  Daily  Times,  a  newspaper  printed  in  this  city,  pub- 
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lislied  at  the  head  of  its  columns  a  "Notice  to  Correspondents," 
as  follows:  "Voluntary  correspondence,  containing  important 
news  fix)m  all  quarters  of  the  world,  is  solicited ;  if  used,  it  will 
be  liberally  paid  for."  In  September,  1866,  and  while  the  proba- 
bility of  the  election  of  Mr.  Fremont  to  the  position  of  President 
of  the  United  States,  was  a  subject  much  discussed  and  com- 
mented upon  in  our  newspapers  and  elsewhere,  the  plaintiff  pre- 
pared and  sent  to  the  defendants  a  communication  containing 
statistics,  observations,  and  results,  stated  to  have  been  derived 
from  an  actual  canvass  by  him  of  the  views,  principles  and  pre- 
ferences of  persons  of  all  classes,  and  both  sexes,  traveling  upon 
many  of  the  railroads  and  other  routes  throughout  the  country, 
respecting  the  several  candidates  for  the  presidency,  which 
were  to  be  voted  for  at  the  then  ensuing  general  election.  The 
iefendants  published  the  communication  in  their  paper.  It  oc- 
cupied about  half  a  column  of  the  daily  issue  of  September  13tb, 
1866,  and  was  preceded  by  an  editorial  paragraph  assuring  the 
public  of  the  conscientious  accuracy,  and  reliability  of  the  record 
^ntained  in  it 

The  object  of  these  statistics  and  observations,  and  their  pub- 
lication thus  endorsed,  seems,  from  a  careful  perusal,  to  have 
3een  for  the  purpose  of  arriving  at  certain  results  which  are  de- 
;lared  to  have  been  obtained  firom  the  fisicts  there  stated.  And, 
o  show  the  important  character  of  the  communication,  in  it  tbe 
)articu]ars  are  given  of  43  separate  canvassings  of  promiscuous 
lompanies  of  persons  traveling  over  different  routes  and  sections 
>f  country,  which  it  was  alleged  established  the  following  extraor- 
linary  "results"  or  conclusions:  1.  That  among  the  traveling 
ind  intelligent  portions  of  the  community,  Mr.  Fremont  had 
wice  as  many  partisans  as  both  the  other  candidates,  Buchanan 
.nd  Fillmore,  together;  while  in  the  rural  districts  and  back 
ettlements — where,  it  seems  left  to  inference,  the  people  are  not 
o  enlightened  or  intelligent— opinion  was  pretty  equally  divided 
wtween  Fillmore  and  Buchanan.  2.  That,  of  the  voters  between 
II  and  60,  from  five-eighths  to  five-sixths  were  for  Fremont ; 
7hile,  of  those  over  60,  nearly  two  thirds  werQ  %t  Buchanan. 
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8.  That  seven-eighths  of  all  our  literary  men,  professors,  &c^  and 
nearly  every  minister  of  the  gospel,  would  vote  for  Fremont ; 
while  about  four-fifths  of  all  the  voters  for  Buchanan  were  op- 
posed to  the  Maine  liquor  law.  4.  That  nearly  every  district  in 
Pennsylvania  would  go  for  Fremont,  while  the  state  would  proba- 
bly go  for  Buchanan.  6.  That  a  very  large  proportion  of  all  the 
ladies  were  for  Fremont — ^indeed,  it  appeared  that,  in  this  pre- 
ference, very  many  of  them  were  in  direct  opposition  to  their 
husbands,  although  it  was  admitted  ''  that  lb.  Fillmore's  fine 
personal  appearance  had  not  been  without  its  effect."  Finally, 
That  these  ''  results  "  contained  "  &cts  of  the  most  cheering  cha- 
racter," which  may  be  thus  briefly  stated : 

''  That  young  men  are  more  honest  dian  old  ones^  and  are 
overwhelmingly  for  Fremont ;"  and,  as  a  oonaequenoe,  the  future 
public  virtue  and  permanency  of  our  republican  institutions  are 
secured.  That  ministers,  men  of  science,  loveliness,  (evidently 
referring  to  the  female  sex),  virtue,  temperance,  and  intelligence 
throughout  the  land,  were  for  Fremont  The  concluding  in- 
quiry in  the  article,  ''  Who  can  be  against  us?"  assuming  all  the 
previous  statements  and  conclusions  to  be  accurate,  seems  not 
only  imnecessary,  but  rather  diMcult  to  answer. 

It  will  not  be  denied  that|  if  by  the  plaintiff's  communication 
these  results  and  conclusions  were  satisfisu^toiily  established  in 
advance  of  the  people  expressing  their  views  and  preferences 
in  the  usual  method,  it  would  at  the  time  have  been  deemed 
''  important  news,"  in  the  largest  sense  of  that  term,  to  any  news- 
paper or  person  professing  a  partiality  for  the  election  of  Mr.  Fre- 
mont ;  and,  as  by  reference  to  the  copy  of  the  defendants'  paper 
containing  the  article,  and  attached  to  the  return  on  this  appeal, 
it  appears  that  they  so  professed,  there  seems  no  reason  for  doubt- 
ing that  they  r^^arded  it  as  containing  not  only  ''  important 
news,"  but  information  valuable  to  their  readers. 

On  the  trial  before  the  justice  of  the  First  District  Court,  and  from 
whose  judgment  this  appeal  is  taken,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  he 
prepared  the  article  in  oonsequence  of  the  notice  referred  to,  and 
sent  it  to  the  defendants,  requesting,  before  its  publication,  if  it  was 
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not  liked,  to  retom  it,  that  be  might  get  a  market  for  it  elfiewherei 
—thus  plainly  informing  them  that  it  was  intended  for  sale,  and,  if 
they  used  it)  he  was  to  be  paid  what  it  was  reasonably  worth.  The 
pi^)er  in  whioh  it  was  published,  being  then  put  in  evidenoe, 
afforded  a  presumption,  at  least,  that  the  defendants  accepted  it 
upon  the  terms  thus  proposed,  and  that  in  their  estimation  it  con- 
tained information  of  importanoe  and  value.  It  was  farther 
proven  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  production  of  this  article  cost 
him  ten  days  of  hard  labor,  and  that  he  considered  it  worth  $20. 
Apart  from  this  testimony,  it  is  manifest,  from  the  editorial  pre- 
face, that  the  defendants  believed  it  to  be  of  some  value,  and 
that  the  fiicts  alleged  in  it  had  been  conscientiously  collected  and 
recorded ;  that  its  publication  would  be  beneficial  in  showing  to 
the  opponents  of  Mr.  Fremont  the  uselessness  of  further  opposi- 
tion ;  and  that  the  ikcts  and  conclusions  in  it,  to  use  the  language 
of  the  communication,  "augured  well  for  future  public  virtue, 
and  the  permaDency  of  our  republican  institutions." 

This  evidence  was  not  in  any  way  controverted,  (the  defend- 
ants offering  no  testimony),  and  the  justice  erred  in  disregarding 
it  and  dismissing  the  complaint  He  was  not  justified  in  deter- 
mining  the  character  and  value  of  the  oommonication  by  the 
result  of  the  subsequent  election  to  which  it  related,  and  was 
intended  to  affect ;  nor  was  he  warranted  in  regarding  facts  and 
resultSi  shown  to  be  so  accurately  and  conscientiously  collected,, 
as  a  useless  &brication,  intended  to  influence  unsettled  or  weak 
minds  in  fiivor  of  Mr.  Fremont,  and  to  induce  them  to  vote  for 
him  in  preference  to  the  other  candidates  then  before  the  people. 

The  defendants  were,  and  are  still,  engaged  in  the  publication 
of  a  valuable  and  highly  influential  newspaper,  intended  for  the 
infi>nnati(m  oi^  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  misleading,  the  public ;: 
and,  as  the  plaintiff  testifies  that  he  spent  much  time  and  labor 
in  preparing  the  article,  it  would  be  obviously  unjust  to  both 
parties  to  aasome,  under  all  the  circumstances,  that  they  did  not 
at  the  time  honestly  believe  that  the  fiEkcts  and  results  stated  in  it 
embodied  information  which,  in  their  opinion,  was  not  only  val- 
uable, but  important.     It  therefore  came  within  the  class  of  cor- 

You  ir.  5 
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lespondence  referred  to  bj  the  defendants  in  their  notice ;  and, 
haying  been  nsed,  should  be  paid  for. 

The  opinion  as  to  its  actual  value  was,  as  we  have  seen,  formed 
with  reference  to  the  time  and  labor  employed,  and  was  at  least 
presumptive  evidence  upon  die  question  as  to  the  amount  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  and,  standing  uncontradicted  as 
in  this  case,  might  have  been  r^arded  as  conclusive.  Orane  v 
Morris,  6  Peters,  698 ;  Kelly  y.  Jaeksan^  Id.  622. 

Judgment  reversed. 


EZEKTKL  Su  LOCKWOOD  V.  ThB  MaTOB,  ALDSBlCElf,  AND  COX- 
KONALTT  OP  THB  CiTY  OF  NeW  YoKK. 


M  mems  that  munidpal  oorpontionB  are  not  responsible  for  iiy'ariei  to  third  penona 
arisiiig  from  the  Deg;Ugenoe|  want  of  skill,  or  careleesnesB  of  oontracton^  or  those  em- 
ployed under  them,  while  engaged  in  the  prosecution  of  repairs  upon  the  streets 
oTtiiedty. 

But  it  is  otherwise  where  the  injury  is  oocasioBed,  not  by  any  firah  of  the  oootnctor 
or  his  serrantB^  but  is  the  result  of  an  act  which  the  oorporaUon,  by  their  contract, 
dhiect  to  be  done.  In  such  a  case,  the  principle  of  reapomdoai  mipenor  applies. 
Where  the  contractor  has  merely  done  what  he  was  required  to  do  by  the  contract, 
be  is  not  the  party  to  be  made  responsible;  but  those  who  directed  him  to  do  the 
set  must  answer  fiir  the  damaga  occaiionad  thereby. 

Appkal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  First  District 
Oourt  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
occasioned  to  the  plaintiff's  house  in  the  building  of  a  sew- 
er. Bj  contract  made  in  September,  1854^  with  the  defend- 
ants,  through  the  CSroton  Aqueduct  Board,  Abraham  H.  Le- 
gett  was  employed  to  construct  a  sewer  running  from  the 
East  river  through  Forfy-ninth  street  to  Second  avenue,  thence 
up  that  avenue  to  Fifty-third  street,  through  Fifby-third  street 
to  Third  avenue,  and  thence  up  that  avenue  to  Fifly-sixth 
street    By  the  terms  of  the  contract,  Legett  was  required  in  all 
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cases  to  draw  the  sheath-piling  as  the  work  progressed,  unless 
directed  otherwise  in  writing  by  the  Board.  The  work  was  per- 
formed under  this  contract  by  John  L.  Brown,  in  place  of  Mr. 
Legett.  It  was  done  under  the  supervision  of  an  inspector  ap- 
pointed by  the  Croton  Aqueduct  Board. 

The  plaintiff's  premises  were  in  Fifty-third  street,  between  Se- 
cond and  Third  avenues.  At  this  place,  the  excavation  for  the 
sewer  was  22  feet  deep  and  16  feet  wide.  Two  inch  spruce 
plank  were  used  to  shore  up  and  prevent  the  caving  in  of  the 
earth.  On  the  completion  of  the  sewer,  the  rest  of  the  excavation 
was  filled  up  with  dirt,  and  these  plank  (which  constitute  what 
is  called  "sheath-piling  *')  were  withdrawn.  The  contractor  tes- 
tified that  the  sheath-piling  should  have  been  left  in,  and  that  he 
spoke  to  the  inspector  about  it ;  but,  receiving  no  directions  to 
leave  it  in,  drew  it  out>  being  required  to  do  so  by  the  contract. 
In  consequence  of  the  drawing  of  it  out,  the  earth  on  each  side 
settled,  and  the  plaintiff's  house  was  injured,  his  stoop  was  bro- 
ken off  from  its  fastenings  to  the  house  and  pitched  over  forward, 
this  stones  in  the  yard  were  broken,  and  the  railing  disjointed,  &c. 
It  was  to  recover  damages  for  these  injuries  that  this  action  was 
brought  Judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  de- 
fendants appealed. 

Abraham  R,  Lawrence^  jr,^  assistant  carporaHon  eounselj  for  the 
appellants. 

JBogardus  A  Broumj  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — This  case  is  distinguishable 
firom  Blake  v.  Ferris,  1  Seld.  48 ;  Pdek  v.  The  Mayor,  4  Id.  227 ; 
and  KeUy  v.  The  Mayor,  1  Kern.  482.  In  these  cases,  the  corpo- 
ration was  sought  to  be  made  responsible  for  injuries  to  third 
persons  arising  from  the  negligence,  want  of  skill,  or  carelessness 
of  the  contractors,  or  those  employed  under  them,  while  engaged 
in  the  prosecution  of  the  work.  In  this  case,  however,  the  injury 
was  the  result  of  drawing  the  sbeath-piling — which  the  contractor, 
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by  the  tenns  of  the  contract,  was  required  to  do — as  the  work 
progressed.  It  did  not  appear  that  there  was  any  want  of  skill, 
negligence,  or  carelessness  on  the  part  of  the  contractor  in  doing 
what,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  he  was  required  to  do.  He 
testified  that  it  was  a  proper  case  to  leave  the  sheath-piling  in ; 
that  he  spoke  to  the  inspector  about  it,  under  whose  directions 
the  sewer  was  to  be  built ;  but,  as  he  was  not  directed  to  leave 
it,  he  withdrew  it  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract ; 
that  if  it  had  been  left  in,  the  earth  would  have  remained  as  it 
was ;  that  the  earth  naturally  settles  after  the  sheath-piling  is 
drawn ;  that  the  earth,  in  the  place  where  the  injury  occurred, 
was  more  unstable,  and  tended  more  to  press  in,  than  in  other 
places ;  that  the  earth  could  not  be  rammed  in  so  hard  as  to  pre- 
vent settling,  after  the  drawing  of  the  sheath-piling,  in  such  a 
wide  and  deep  excavation ;  that,  afl^r  it  was  drawn,  the  side- 
walk settled,  the  stones  yielding  apart,  and  that,  according  to  the 
contract,  he  could  not  have  executed  the  work  any  better;  that 
in  some  few  places,  in  the  Third  avenue,  he  was  directed  to  leave 
the  piling  in,  and  did  so.  It  further  appeared  by  the  testimony 
that  the  stoop  was  in  good  order  before  the  piling  was  drawn ; 
that,  on  the  day  it  was  drawn,  the  stoop  gave  way ;  the  earth 
drew  off  in  a  body,  when  the  stoop  pitched  forward  some  three 
inches  at  the  top,  and  an  inch  and  a  half  at  the  bottom ;  the  iron 
fisustenings  which  attached  it  to  the  house  were  broken,  the  stone 
into  which  the  railing  was  fastened  was  broken,  and  the  railing 
was  drawn  out,  broken,  and  disjointed. 

As  the  injury  was  the  result  of  an  act  which  the  ddendants, 
by  their  contract,  directed  to  be  done,  the  principle  of  respondeat 
superior  applies.  The  contractor,  having  merely  done  what  he 
was  required  to  do  by  the  contract,  is  not  the  party  to  be  made 
responsible ;  but  those  who  directed  him  to  do  the  act  most  an- 
swer for  the  damage.  As  the  injury  could  have  been  avoided 
by  leaving  the  piles  in^  as  was  done  in  certain  places  in  the  Third 
avenue,  it  was  inexcusable  negligence  to  require  them  to  be 
drawn. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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John  M.  Koppeb  v.  Akasa  B.  Howx. 

An  action  upon  a  judgment  rendered  in  one  of  the  District  Coorts,  maj  be  brooght 
hy  a  party  to  whom  it  has  been  assigned,  without  leave  of  the  oourt  first  obtained. 

Sodi  leave  is  only  necessary  where  the  action  is  between  the  original  parties  to  the 
judgments 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Third  District 
CSoort  The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  upon  a  judg- 
ment recovered  by  Gershom  A.  Seixas,  against  the  defendant 
A.masa  B.  Howe,  od  the  16th  day  of  December,  1857,  in  the 
EliBt  District  Court,  for  the  sum  of  $24.25,  and  assigned  to  the 
3lainti£  The  only  question  was,  whether  he  could  maintain  the 
iction  without  showing  leave  of  court  first  obtained  to  bring  it 

Judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  ap* 
sealed. 

ft 

James  Parkiy  for  the  appellant 

Thomas  B.  Van  Buren,  for  the  respon<fent 

By  the  Court,  Bbady,  J. — An  action  cannot  be  brought  on  a 
udgment  rendered  in  one  of  the  District  Courts  of  this  city, 
rithout  leave  of  the  court,  {AfiUs  v.  Winshw,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  18, 
Vhomas  v.  Sutphen^  Id.  537),  where  the  parties  ore  the  same  *, 
»ut  where  the  action  is  not  between  the  same  parties,  it  may  be 
trought  without  leave  of  the  court  TuffU  v.  Brainard  (I  Abb. 
4,)  approved  Wheder  v.  Dakin^  (12  How.  Pr.  R.  640^  and  relied 
n  IfcBuU  V.  Herach,  (4  Abb.  441.)  Section  41  of  the  Code  pro- 
ibits  the  action  on  a  judgment  where  it  is  between  the  same 
arties,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  section  relating  to  leave  to  be 
btained,  which  will  justify  the  enlargement  of  the  prohibition, 
3  as  to  embrace  actions  not  between  the  same  parties.    No  right 
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of  action  is  taken  away  by  section  71,  and  the  assignee's  right 
to  sae,  resulting  from  his  assignment,  is  not  restricted  bj  any 
provisions  of  the  Code,  except  those  providing  for  the  time  of 
commencing  actions,  §§  74,  90.  « 

Judgment  affirmed. 


GusTAVUS  V.  Chubchill  and  another  v.  Mabt  Mallison 

AND  ANOTHER. 

Au  order  Taoating  a  judgment  entered  by  default,  and  letting  the  defendants  in  to 
answer  upon  thmr  shoving  a  defence  and  excusing  their  n^^leot,  is  not  appeal- 
able. 

Such  an  order  can  be  reriewed  only  upon  obtaining  the  certificate  required  by  rule 
of  this  court  of  March  22d,  1851,  which  is  granted  in  all  cases  where  the  judge 
making  the  order  deems  the  question  of  such  importance  and  doubt  as  to  render  a 
review  proper. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  an  order  at  special  term,  setting 
aside  a  judgment  and  permitting  the  defendants  to  defend.  The 
defendants  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal. 

Loioe  Jt  Daiy^  for  the  appellants. 

DooUtUe,  Ward  ds  Wiloacson^  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  Oourt,  ELilton,  J. — ^A  judgment  in  this  action  was  en- 
tered by  default,  upon  the  defendants'  failure  to  answer.  Upon 
an  affidavit  excusing  the  neglect,  and  showing  a  defence,  a  mo- 
tion was  made  on  their  behalf,  at  special  term,  to  vacate  and  set 
aside  the  judgment,  and  permit  them  to  defend.  From  the  order 
granting  this  motion,  the  plaintiff  appeal  to  the  general  term. 

In  Jtfead  v.  Mead  (2  E.  D.  Smith,  228,)  it  was  held  that  an 
order  of  this  nature  rested  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge  making  it, 
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and  was  not  appealable  under  sec.  849  of  the  Code.  See,  also,  Sedy 
V.  ChiUenden,  10  Barb.  S.  C.  803 ;  Sherman  v.  Felt,  2  Com.  186.  It 
can  only  be  reviewed  upon  obtaining  tbe  certificate  required  by 
the  rule  of  this  court  of  March  22, 1861,  and  which  is  granted  in 
all  cases  where  the  judge  making  the  order  deems  the  question 
of  such  importance  and  doubt  as  to  render  a  review  proper.  The 
certificate  not  having  been  obtained  the  appeal  is  therefore  dis- 
missed. 
Appeal  dismissed,  with  costs. 


Samuel  Tookeb  v.  George  W.  Gobmbb. 

The  decUrations  of  a  party  in  respect  to  the  subject  matter  of  a  suit,  maj  always  be 
given  in  evidence  against  him,  and  especially  so  when  such  statements  have  been 
made  under  oath  as  a  witness  in  a  court  of  justice  in  another  cause. 

Tlie  declarations  of  a  third  person,  neither  a  party  nor  a  privy,  and  not  part  of  the 
res  gesia^  are  receivable  only  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  him  when  he  has 
been  examined  as  a  witness  against  the  party,  who  oQers  such  statement  in  evi- 
dence with  the  design  of  Impeaching  him,  and  it  is  then  receivable  only  aAer  he 
has  been  asked,  while  under  examination,  if  he  has  made  such  a  statement  or 
declaration. 

But  if  the  declarations  be  improperly  received,  the  error  will  be  cured  by  the  adverse 
party's  calling  such  person  to  the  stand  as  a  witness^  and  examhiing  him  in  respect 
to  such  declarations^  as  well  as  upon  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit  generally. 

Where  goods  are  entrusted  to  a  common  carrier,  accompanied  with  a  bill  and  in- 
structions not  to  deliver  the  goods  unless  paid  therefor  by  the  oonsignee,  he  is  lia- 
ble  to  the  consignor  for  a  delivery  without  payment  being  exacted.  By  thus  assum- 
ing to  act  with  the  goods  as  his  own,  he  is  answerable  fi>r  their  value ;  but  be 
may  discharge  himself  Arom  liability  by  procuring  their  return. 

It  seems  that  an  endorsement  upon  the  bill,  "  Please  collect  the  bill,"  is  a  mere  re- 
quest, with  which  the  carrier  may  or  may  not  comply ;  and  is  not,  of  itself,  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  an  undertaking  or  agreement  on  his  part  not  to  deliver  the  goods 
unless  paid  for. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  First  District  Court. 
In  Maj,  1856,  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  dcfcndant's  express, 
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running  between  New  York  and  Bloomfield,  a  cask  of  crockery 
to  be  carried  to  one  A.  Livingston,  with  directions  to  collect  the 
bill  therefor  on  delivery.  A  Mr.  Kent  was  employed  at  the  time 
as  the  driver  of  the  express.  The  goods  having  been  deliv- 
ered without  collecting  the  bill,  an  action  was  commenced 
therefor  against  Mr.  Kent,  in  which  judgment  was  rendered 
against  the  plaintiff,  it  appearing  that  Mr.  Kent  was  not  the  owner 
of  the  express.  This  action  was  then  brought  against  the  present 
defendant.  Upon  the  trial,  a  witness  who  was  called  for  the 
plaintiff  testified  that  he  was  present  at  the  trial  of  the  suit 
against  Mr.  Kent;  that  the  present  defendant  was  called  on 
that  trial  as  a  witness  for  the  defence,  and  testified  that,  at  the 
time  the  goods  in  question  were  given  to  the  Bloomfield  express, 
he  was  its  owner,  and  Mr.  Kent  was  employed  by  him  as  driver. 
Also,  that  Mr.  Kent  was  sworn  on  that  trial,  and  testified  that 
he  had  taken  the  goods  to  West  Bloomfield,  with  instructions  not 
to  deliver  them  without  the  money ;  but  that  he  left  them  at  a 
store  for  Mr.  Livingston,  the  consignee,  and  they  had  been  de- 
livered, and  the  bill  not  paid.  This  testimony  as  to  the  evidence 
of  Kent  and  the  defendant  on  the  former  trial,  was  objected  to ; 
but  the  objection  was  overruled  and  an  exception  was  taken. 

Charles  Kent  was  called  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  and 
testified  that  he  was  the  person  previously  sued  for  having  de- 
livered the  goods  without  collecting  the  money ;  that  he  was 
never  directed  not  to  deliver  the  goods  without  collecting  the 
money ;  that  the  only  direction  ever  given  to  him  was  contained 
in  the  bill  itself,  on  which  was  written  "  Please  collect  the  bill ;" 
but  he  did  not  contradict  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses 
that  ht>'  had  sworn,  on  the  other  trial,  that  such  directions  were 
given  to  him.  Judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendant  appealed. 

C.  F,  Wetmore,  for  the  appellant, 

U.  if.  BogarduSf  for  the  respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge.— The  statements  made  by 
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he  defendant  under  oath,  as  a  witness  in  the  suit  between  the 
)Iaintiff  and  Kent,  were  admissable  to  charge  him.  Collet  v.  Ijord 
Teilh,  4  Esp.  212 ;  Milivard  v.  FoH}e8,  Id.  171.  The  declarations 
>r  statementB  of  a  party  in  respect  to  the  subject  matter,  may 
Iways  be  given  in  evidence  against  him,  and  especially  so  when 
he  statement  was  made  by  him  as  a  witness  in  a  court  of 
ustice. 

The  declarations  of  Kent,  as  they  formed  no  part  of  the  res 
oto,  were  not  admissible.  The  declarations  or  statements  of 
>ne,  neither  a  party  nor  a  privy,  are  receivable  only  for  the  pur^ 
Kjse  of  contradicting  him  when  he  has  been  examined  as  a  wit- 
less against  the  party  who  offers  the  prior  statement  with  the 
lesign  of  impeaching  him,  and  is  then  only  receivable  if  he  has 
)een  asked,  while  under  examination,  if  he  has  made  such  a  state- 
nent  or  declaration.  But  although  the  evidence,  when  oifered, 
WBS  improperly  received  by  the  justice,  the  defendant  cured  the 
xror  by  calling  Kent  to  the  stand  as  a  witness,  and  examining 
lim,  not  only  in  respect  to  the  declarations  attributed  to  him, 
mt  upon  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit  generally.  The  most 
oaterial  declaration  of  Kent^  given  by  the  plaintiff  in  evidence, 
^as  his  statement  to  the  witness  Tooker  that  he  had  taken  the 
y^oods  to  West  Bloomfield  with  directions  not  io  deliver  i/iem  wltli- 
*u<  the  money.  When  Kent  was  examined  as  a  witness  by  the 
lefendant,  he  testified  that  the  only  instructions  he  ever  received 
especting  the  goods,  was  what  was  written  on  the  bill  accompa- 
Lying  them — "  Please  collect  the  bill."  This  formed  no  part  of 
lis  duty  as  a  carrier.  It  was  a  mere  request,  which  he  might  or 
night  not  comply  with ;  and  would  not,  of  it43elf,  be  sufficient 
evidence  of  an  engagement  or  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
endant  not  to  deliver  the  goods  unless  paid  for.  But  Kent  did 
LOt  deny  that  he  told  Tooker  that^  when  he  took  the  goods,  he 
eoeiyed  directions  not  to  deliver  them  without  the  money.  The 
lefendant  did  not  interrogate  him  upon  that  point,  and  the  jus- 
ioe  therefore  had  the  right  to  conclude  that  he  made  such  a  state- 
nent.  If  he  did,  it  was  in  conflict  with  what  he  swore  upon  the 
rial;  and,  as  there  was  no  deni  .1  that  such  a  stiitcment  had  been 
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made  by  the  witness,  nor  any  explanation  given  to  obviate  its 
effect,  or  show  that  it  was  otherwise  or  different  than  as  testified 
to  by  Tooker,  it  was  for  the  justice,  under  the  circumstances,  to 
say  whether  that  statement  was  the  true  one,  or  the  one  given 
by  the  witness  upon  the  trial.  If  the  witness  had  delivered  the 
package  in  neglect  of  such  instructions,  then  he  was  interested  in 
the  event  of  the  suit,  as  he  would  be  liable  over  to  his  principal, 
if  there  should  be  a  recovery  against  the  principal  for  the  witness' 
neglect;  and  this  was  a  matter  to  be  weighed  by  the  justice  in 
considering  the  conflict  between  his  previous  statement — after  an 
ample  opportunity  had  been  afforded  for  explaining  it^  if  it  could 
be  explained — and  his  statement  on  the  trial.  The  finding  of  a 
justice,  like  that  of  a  jury,  upon  such  a  point,  will  never  be  dis- 
turbed or  reviewed  by  an  appellate  tribunal. 

That  the  error  of  admitting  the  declaration  of  Kent  was  cured 
by  the  defendant's  making  him  a  witness,  will  appear  very 
plainl3^  These  declarations  or  previous  statements  of  the  wit- 
ness were  clearly  admissible  to  impeach  or  contradict  the  testi- 
mony he  gave  on  behalf  of  the  defendant ;  and,  as  they  were 
already  in  evidence,  it  would  have  been  an  idle  ceremony  to  re- 
call the  witness  Tooker  to  give  the  same  testimony  over  again. 
Where  it  is  designed  to  impeach  the  credit  of  a  witness  by  show- 
ing that  he  has  made  statements  inconsistent,  or  in  direct  conflict 
with  what  he  has  sworn  to  upon  the  trial,  it  is  necessary  for  the 
part}',  who  designs  to  impeach  his  credit,  to  ask  him,  while  he 
has  him  under  examination,  if  he  has  made  such  statements,  that 
the  witness'  attention  may  be  called  to  the  fact,  and  an  opportu- 
nity afforded  him  either  of  denying  it,  or  of  stating  what  he  did 
say,  or  of  giving  any  explanation  that  may  tend  to  support  the 
consistency  or  integrity  of  his  sworn  statement  But  in  this  case 
the  witness  and  the  defendant  had  all  the  benefit  which  this  rule 
was  designed  to  secure.  Kent  was  in  court  when  Tooker  was 
examined.  He  was  called  himself,  afterwards,  as  a  witness,  and 
an  ample  opportunity  was  afforded  him  to  deny  the  truth  of 
Touker's  statement,  or  to  give  any  explanation  that  either  he  or 
the  d«.*fendant  deemed  essential.    The  defendant  neglected,  or  did 
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not  think  fit,  to  interrogate  him  upon  the  point ;  and  it  does  not 
lie  with  him  now  to  ask  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  upon  this 
ground,  when  he  had  every  advantage  upon  the  trial  which  this 
rule  of  evidence  could  afiTord. 

If  the  justice  had  believed  the  statement  of  Kent  upon  the  trial, 
that  he  left  the  package  at  a  store,  where  he  was  directed  to  leave 
it  by  the  person  to  whose  care  it  was  addressed,  and  that  all  the 
instructions  he  received  with  it  was  to  collect  the  bill,  it  would 
have  been  an  ample  defence.  But  it  was  in  evidence  that  Kent 
told  Tooker  that  he  had  directions  not  to  deliver  it  without  the 
money,  but  had  delivered  it  without  the  money ;  that  he  had  not 
been  as  careful  as  he  should  have  been,  as  he  had  just  bought 
out  the  express,  and  was  anxious  for  patronage.  Tooker's  testi- 
mony to  this  effect  was  not  denied,  qualified,  or  questioned  by 
Kent  when  he  came  upon  the  stand.  The  justice,  therefore,  was 
bound  to  conclude  that  Kent  had  so  told  Tooker,  and  was  at  lib- 
erty to  infer  that  what  he  then  told  was  the  truth.  He  was  at 
liberty  to  infer  it  firom  the  silence  of  Kent  respecting  a  statement 
BO  materially  in  conflict  with  the  facts,  as  he  represented  them 
upon  the  trial,  from  the  omission  of  the  defendant  to  question 
him  upon  the  point,  and  from  the  fact  that,  after  a  suit  was  com- 
menced against  the  defendant,  there  may  have  been  a  strong  mo- 
tive on  the  part  of  Kent  to  represent  the  facts  to  be  otherwise,  to 
prevent  a  recovery  which  might  lay  the  foundation  for  a  subse- 
quent suit  against  him. 

I  think  there  was  sufficient  in  the  evidence  to  warrant  the  con- 
clusion of  the  justice  that  the  defendant  agreed,  when  the  pack- 
age was  entrusted  to  him,  not  to  deliver  it  unless  the  money  was 
paid ;  and  if  he  did,  he  is  answerable  for  its  value  if  he  assumed 
Ihe  responsibility  of  delivering  or  parting  with  it  without  receiv- 
ing the  money.  By  such  an  act  he  takes  the  risk,  which  the 
owner  was  not  willing  to  take,  of  trusting  to  the  credit  or  future 
ability  to  pay,  of  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it.  It  was  in 
evidence,  and  not  contradicted  by  Kent,  that  Kent  said  he  should 
not  have  delivered  the  goods,  but  he  thought  Livingston  was 
responsible.    So  far,  therefore,  as  respects  the  defendant's  liabil- 
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ity  to  the  plaintiff,  it  is  the  same  as  if  lie  had  collected  the  mo- 
uey.  He,  or  the  agent  to  whom  he  entrusted  the  matter,  saw  fit 
to  give  credit  to  a  man  to  whom  the  seller  was  not  willing  to 
give  credit.  This  was  assuming  to  act  w^ith  the  property  as  his 
own,  and,  having  thus  taken  upon  himself  all  the  authority  of  an 
owner,  he  must  pay  for  the  goods,  unless  he  can  get  them  back 
and  discharge  himself  from  responsibility  by  advising  the  plain- 
tiif  that  they  are  in  his  custody  at  West  Bloomfield,  subject  to 
his  order.  The  responsibility  of  the  defendant  does  not  arise 
from  his  implied  duty  as  a  carrier,  but  from  the  special  contract 
which  the  justice  has  concluded  that  he  made,  not  to  deliver  the 
goods  without  the  money.  The  contract  which  the  law  implies^ 
may  be  enlarged  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  and  then  the 
carrier  is  bound  to  the  full  and  exact  performance  of  the  particu- 
lar agreement  he  makes.  Story  on  Bailments,  §§  81,  82  ;  An 
gell  on  Carriers,  §§  37,  69,  60.  If  Livingston,  or  the  person  to 
whose  care  the  goods  weie  sent,  was  not  prepared  or  willing  to 
pay  for  them,  when  advised  by  the  defendant's  agent  at  West 
Bloomfield  that  they  were  in  his  custody  and  ready  for  delivery, 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant's  agent  to  retain  the  package 
and  advise  the  plaintiff  that  it  bad  not  been  paid  for,  and  was 
held  subject  to  his  order.  The  plaintiff  then  became  responsible 
£ov  the  expense  of  its  safe  keeping,  and  the  position  and  respon- 
sibility of  the  defendant  was  changed  to  that  of  an  ordinary  bailee 
for  hire,  or  warehouseman. 

To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  a  case  like  this^  all  that 
it  was  necessary  for  him  to  show  was,  what  he  did  show,  that 
the  defendant  wrongfully  delivered  the  goods.  This,  prima/acie^ 
is  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  recover  their  value.  Devereux  v. 
Barclay,  2  B.  &  Aid.  703  ;  Cooper  y.  WiOamot,  1  Man.  Gr.  &  Soott, 
672  ;  Loeschman  v.  Machxn^  2  Starkie,  311 ;  Bryant  v.  Wojrddl^  2 
Exchq.  479 ;  Valpy  v.  Saunders,  12  Jurist^  488 ;  1  Chitty'a  PL 
140,  141. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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JosiAH  Patton,  Receiver,  &c.,  v.  John  Wight  and  Edward  J. 

Roberts. 

In  an  action  upon  two  prom'moiy  notes,  against  M.  k  A.,  aa  maker  and  endorser 
respectively,  tbo  latter,  A.,  gave  to  tbeplaintiflf  renewal  notes  endorsed,  the  plain- 
tiff discontinued  the  suit  against  him,  gave  him  up  the  original  notes,  aud  perfect- 
ed judgment  against  M.,  the  maker.  The  renewal  notes  were  not  paid.  Udd^  that 
A.  was  not  entitled  to  an  assignment  of  the  judgment. 

I.  Such  an  antuagemont  did  not  operate  as  an  assignment  of  the  claim  in  suit  to  A., 
nor  entitle  him  to  an  assignment  of  the  judgment  against  M.,  until  the  renewal 
notes  were  paid. 

IL  A^  not  having  perfonned  his  obligation,  viz.,  that  of  paying  the  renewal  notes, 
could  not  require  an  assignment  of  the  judgment  against  M.  to  him,  the  agreement 
to  give  such  an  assignment  being  founded  upon  the  implied  understanding  that 
such  renewal  notes  would  be  paid  at  maturity. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  compel  specific  performance  of  a  contract  where  the  oblige 
tions  of  the  party  seeking  relief  have  been  disregarded,  or  are  incapable  of  being 
substantially  performed  by  him. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  court  at  special 
term  dismissing  the  complaint. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  as  receiver  of  Daniel  Adee, 
appointed  after  the  return  of  an  execution  unsatisfied  in  favor  of 
R  J.  Richards.  The  complaint  alleged  that  Adee,  on  the  8th 
of  February,  1851,  purchased  of  the  defendants  and  paid  them 
for  a  oertain  judgment,  which  they  were  about  to  obtain  against 
A.  W.  Metcalf,  on  notes  endorsed  by  Adee.  That  Adee  paid 
for  said  judgment  by  giving  his  own  notes,  which  were  accept- 
ed in  ^1  payment  therefor,  and  that  the  defendants  agreed  to 
assign  the  judgment,  when  obtained,  to  Adee.  And  it  prayed 
that  the  judgment  might  be  assigned  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants  admitted,  by  their  answer,  the  recovery  of  the 
judgment,  June  18th,  1861.  They  denied  the  purchase,  and 
the  agreement  to  assign,  as  alleged ;  and  stated  that  Adee  was 
sued  with  Metcalf,  and  that,  at  his  request,  they  discontinued  the 
suit  against  him,  gave  him  time,  and  took  new  notes  from  him, 
with  an  accommodation  endorser,  agreeing,  on  payment  of  the 
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new  notes,  to  assign  the  judgment  against  Metcalf  to  him,  and 
not  otherwise. 

Upon  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  suit  in  which  judgment 
had  been  recovered  against  Metcalf,  was  brought  upon  two  notes 
of  $500  each,  Metcalf  being  the  maker,  and  Adee  the  endorser. 
That  judgment  was  perfected  against  Metcalf,  but  the  suit  was 
discontinued  against  Adee,  the  then  plaintiflEs  (now  defendants) 
receiving  from  Adee  ten  notes,  endorsed  by  one  James  McAlister, 
for  the  amount  with  interest,  and  giving  to  Adee  the  two  $500 
notes  sued  upon.  The  evidence  was  conflicting  whether  Wight 
&  Roberts  agreed  to  assign  the  judgment  against  Metcalf  to  Adee, 
or  not.  Only  three  of  the  ten  notes  given  by  Adee  were  paid. 
The  cause  was  tried  before  Judge  Daly,  without  a  jury,  who 
found  "  that  no  agreement  was  made  by  the  defendants  with  said 
Adee,  to  assign  the  judgment  against  Metcalf  to  him,  except  on 
payment  of  the  notes  given  by  Adee  to  Wight  &  Roberts ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  as  receiver  of  Adee,  had  no  right,  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  to  require,  and  was  not  entitled  to  receive,  an  assign- 
ment of  said  judgment  to  him  while  said  notes  remain  unpaid,'' 
and  rendered  judgment  for  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff  ap- 
pealed. 

A.  li.  Dyeity  for  the  appellant. 

L  Whether  there  was  an  agreement  by  the  defendants  to  assign 
the  judgment  to  Adee,  as  stated  in  the  complaint,  or  not,  yet  the 
giving  of  the  new  notes  with  McAlister's  endorsements,  which 
which  was  a  new  security  by  Adee,  and  the  delivery  of  the  notes 
of  $500  each,  on  which  the  suit  in  which  the  judgment  was  ob- 
tained was  brought,  was,  under  the  circumstances,  in  law  and 
legal  effect,  a  payment  of  the  notes  by  the  endorser  to  Wight  & 
Roberts,  and  they  had  no  right  to  enter  the  judgment  against 
Metcalf  for  their  own  benefit,  or  except  for  the  benefit  of  Adee ; 
and  Adee,  as  security  and  endorser,  had  a  right  to  be  subrogated 
to  all  their  securities  and  means  of  enforcing  the  judgment  against 
Metcal£ 

II.  Whether  there  was  an  agreement  to  assign  the  judgment 
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or  not,  Adee  ooald  not  enforce  payment  of  the  notes  of  Metcalf 
from  him  without  the  judgment,  and  it  was  necessary  that  he 
should  have  it  for  that  purpose,  and  Wight  &  Roberts,  by  their 
act  in  entering  the  judgment,  had  thus  disenabled  Adee  from 
enforcing  payment  of  the  notes  from  Metcalf.  1  Paige,  829 ;  18 
Johns.  R  505;  1  J.  C.  137;  10  Johns.  R  524;  2  J.  C.  R.  554; 
4  Id.  123;  8  Paige,  117;  6  Id.  521 ;  8  Barb.  Ch.  Rep.  338 ;  1 
Comst  595;  5  Cow.  202;  7  J.  C.  R  90 ;  9  Cow.  147;  9  Wend.  80. 

HL  Whether  there  was  an  agreement  to  assign  the  judgment 
or  not,  the  delivery  of  the  two  $500  notes  to  Adee,  under  the 
circumstances,  was  an  assignment  of  the  claim  then  in  suit  as 
against  Metcalf  after  action  brought  and  before  judgment  to 
Adee,  and  the  subsequent  proceedings  and  judgment  in  that  suit 
were  for  the  benefit  of  Adee,  though  in  Wight  &  Roberts'  name, 
and  they  only  held  the  judgment  as  trustees  for  him,  and  were 
bound  to  assign  to  Adee  as  cestui  que  trust  17  Johns.  R.  51, 284 ; 
19  Johns.  R.  95,  842 ;  2  Story's  Eq.  31 1 ;  Willard's  Eq.  Jur.  463. 

rV.  K  any  objection  be  made  that  the  complaint  alleges  only 
a  purchase  of  the  claim,  and  an  agreement  to  assign,  it  is  too  late 
to  take  the  objection  now,  no  such  specific  objection  having  been 
taken  at  the  triaL    4  Keman,  148. 

Oeo.  C.  (jfoddard,  for  the  respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Bradt,  J. — The  defendants  sued  Daniel  Adee 
as  endorser,  and  A.  W.  Metcalf  as  the  maker,  of  two  promissory 
notes  of  $500  each.  Adee  applied  to  the  defendants  for  a  dis- 
continuance of  the  action  against  him,  stating  that  if  it  were  con- 
tinued against  him,  it  would  embarrass  him  very  much,  and  off- 
ering bis  notes,  to  be  endorsed,  in  settlement  The  defendants 
accepted  the  proposition  of  Adee,  and  ten  notes  were  given,  en- 
dorsed by  Mr.  James  McAlister.  Seven  of  the  ten  notes  so  given 
were  protested  for  non-payment,  and  were  not  paid.  The  de- 
fendants delivered  the  $500  notes,  upon  this  settlement  having 
been  made,  to  Adee,  and  he  delivered  them  to  Metcalf;  and 
Adee  insists  that  it  was  a  part  of  the  arrangement  made  between 
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im  and  tbe  defendants  that  judgment  was  to  be  perfected  against 
jfetcal^  and  the  judgment  assigned  to  him  by  them.     Tfaiiia 
denied,  and  was  one  of  the  issues  presented.    The  judge  pveaid- 
ing  at  the  trial  found,  on  this  issue,  as  follows :  "  That  no  agree- 
ment was  made  by  the  defendants  with  Adee  to  assign  the  judg- 
ment against  Metcalf  to  him,  except  on  payment  of  the  notes 
given  by  Adee  to  them."    The  evidence  fully  sustains  this  find- 
ing, and  the  judgment  {H^icated  upon  it  cannot  be  distoibed 
unless  the  delivery  of  the  $500  notes  to  Adee — as  it  is  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff  in  this  action — operated  as  an  assignnient  of  the 
claim  in  suit  against  Metcalf,  and  entitled  Adee  to  the  judgment 
perfiscted  against  Metcalf^  and  to  all  the  benefits  to  be  draiYed 
therefrom.     The  authorities  to  which  we  were  referred  do  not 
sustain  such  a  proposition,  and  it  is  not  the  law  in  this  state. 
Here,  there  was  no  agreeement  to  assign  until  the  notes  were 
paid,  nor  was  there  any  agreement  that  the  defendants  should 
yield  the  personal  liability  of  Metcalf  until  the  notes  given  by 
Adee  were  paid.     The  defendants  were  entitled  to  judgment 
against  Adee,  and  had  a  right,  in  addition  to  his  personal  respon- 
sibility and  that  of  Metcalf,  to  require  further  security  by  way 
of  endorsement,  as  a  consideration  for  extending  the  tame  of  pay* 
ment  and  waiving  the  judgment    The  fact  being  established, 
that  there  was  no  agreement  to  assign  the  judgment  until  the 
notes  were  paid,  negatives  all  implied  contracts  in  relation  thereto^ 
and  defeats  the  application  of  any  rule  of  law  which  would  eon- 
travene  that  agreement   It  was  proper  that  the  $500  notes  shoiild 
be  given  to  Adee,  because  he  had  substituted  other  notes  for  them, 
and  MetcalTs  liability  upon  them  was  merged  in  the  judgmeat 
They  were  no  longer  of  value  to  the  defendants,  whose  remed 
upon  them  was  exhausted  as  to  Metcalf  and  released  as  to  Ade 
There  is,  however,  another  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  reoorer 
This  action  is  brought  for  a  specific  performance  of  an  allef 
parol  agreement  to  assign  a  judgment,  and  it  appears  condusiv 
that  the  reciprocal  obligation  of  Adee  has  not  been  perfinr 
He  has  not  paid  the  notes  given  as  the  consideration  of  the  af 
ment  to  assign,  and  cannot  recover,  for  that  reason,  on  well  c 
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liahed  prioeiples  of  equity.  2  Story's  Eq.  Juris.  §§  786,  750, 769. 
It  is  said,  in  section  736,  that  if  the  obligations  of  the  party  seek- 
ing relief  have  been  disregarded,  or  are  incapable  of  being  sub- 
stantially performed  by  him,  courts  of  equity  will  not  interfere. 
It  would  not  be  equitable  to  compel  an  assignment  of  the  judg- 
ment against  Metcal^  the  e£foct  of  which  would  be  to  apply  its 
proceeds  to  the  payment  of  a  debt  of  Adee  not  in  fevor  of  the 
definidanta,  and  to  leave  the  consideration  of  that  assignment 
unpaid. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Robert  McC.  Butt  and  othebs  v.  William  and  Thomas 

HOOE. 

No  precise  Ibnn  of  wordi^  nor  is  tnj  parUcular  maimer,  neoesseiy  to  bo  used  in  giy- 
ing  the  dmwen  of  e  bill  of  exdiange  notice  of  its  dishonor,  so  ts  to  render  them 
liable  tbereoo.  If  the  bill  is  described  in  the  notice  wW\  sooh  distinctness  and 
certainty  as  wQl  enable  the  party  to  ascertain  from  it  the  particular  biU  to  -wiMx 
it  refer%  and,  in  addition,  imports  that  it  has  been  dishonored,  it  is  sufficient. 

Kotice  of  protest  need  not  infonn  the  partj  notified  that  he  is  looked  to  for  payment.. 
That  may  be  inlbrred  from  the  nature  of  the  notice. 

Nor  need  it  be  in  writing.    Verbal  notice  is  sufficient. 

A  bin  of  exchange  drawn  oo  London,  was  protested  there  for  non-payment,  and  re- 
turned by  the  first  mail  steamer  to  the  payees  in  New  York.  On  its  airiya],  one 
of  the  payees  took  it  to  the  place  of  business  of  the  drawers^  who  wore  partners, 
ssw  one  of  them,  laid  the  biU  and  protest  on  his  desk  before  him.  and  informed 
him  of  its  dislionor.    BeH  suflldent  notice  to  render  the  drawers  liable  Uieroon. 

When  a  bill  of  ezdiange  is  expressed  in  the  currency  of  a  foreign  coontiy,  th» 
amofont  dne  on  it  must  be  ascertained  and  determined  by  the  rate  of  exchange  or 
the  Talue  of  sooh  foreign  cunency  at  the  time  of  demand  of  payment 

But  in  an  action  on  a  bill  expressed  in  English  currency,  no  proof  of  value  need  be 
given.  The  value  of  a  pound  sterling  is  fixed  by  Act  of  Congress  at  $4.84,  and, 
in  the  absence  of  other  evidencei,  that  Act  is  oonchiBive  upon  the  question  of  valoe, 
and  the  court  is  bound  to  tske  judkial  notice  of  it 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  upon  a  trial  beforer 
Vol.  II.  6 
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le  court  without  a  jury.    The  &ct8  are  fully  stated'in  the  opin- 
>n  of  the  court 

Cummins,  Alexander^  and  Oreefiy  for  the  appellantB. 

d  Bainhridge  Smith,  for  the  respondenta. 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — ^This  action  is  upon  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  £2000  sterling  drawn  by  the  defendants,  to  the  order  of  the 
plaintiffs,  upon  a  firm  in  London,  accepted,  and  subsequently 
protested  for  non-payment  On  the  trial  before  Judge  Brady, 
without  a  jury,  it  appeared  that  the  bill  became  due,  and  was 
protested  at  London,  on  November  26th,  1857.  It  reached  the 
plaintiffs  here,  by  the  first  subsequent  mail  steamer  which  arrived, 
on  December  14th,  when  the  plaintiff*  immediately  went  with  it 
to  the  defendants  at  their  place  of  business,  saw  William  Hoge, 
and,  laying  the  bill  and  protest  on  his  desk  before  him,  informed 
him  of  the  dishonor.  Upon  this  proof  the  plainti&  rested,  when 
the  defendants  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  upon  two  grounds : 
IsL  That  the  notice  of  protest  was  insufficient ;  2cL  That  plain- 
ti&  had  not  proved  the  amount  due  on  the  bill  The  judge  de- 
nied the  motion,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  computing 
the  amount  due  according  to  the  valuation  put  upon  the  pound 
sterling  by  the  Act  of  Congress  on  that  subject  passed  July  27th, 
1852,  and  which  declares  that  in  all  payments  by  or  to  the  trea- 
sury of  the  United  States,  it  shall  be  deemed  equal  to  $4.84 ;  and 
the  same  rule  is  applied  in  appraising  merchandise  where  the 
value  is  by  the  invoice  in  pounds  sterling.  Dunlap's  U.  S.  Stata 
at  Large,  997. 

The  defendants  ask  to  have  this  judgment  reversed,  and  we 
are  called  upon  to  examine  the  questions  presented  at  the  trial 

IsL  No  precise  form  of  words,  and  no  particular  manner,  was 
necessary  to  be  used  in  giving  the  defendants  notice  of  dishonor; 
nor  was  it  required  to  be  in  writing.    Verbal  notice  was  suffi- 
cient.    1  Chitty,  jr.,  on  Bills,  70 ;  Story  on  Bills,  §§  882,  890 
Cuyler  v.  Stevens,  4  Wend.  566, 
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In  all  cases  it  is  enough  if  tbc  bill  is  described  in  the  notice 
with  such  distinctness  and  certainty  as  will  enable  tbc  party  no- 
tified to  ascertain  from  it  the  particular  bill  to  which  it  refers, 
and,  in  addition,  imports  that  the  bill  has  been  dishonored.  Bay- 
ley  on  Bills,  253 :  1  Chitty,  jr.,  on  Bills,  70 ;  Sited  v.  Brett,  1  Pick. 
401;  SniiUi  v.  Whiting,  12  Mass.  6;  Milk  v.  Bank  ofU.  &,  11 
AVhcat  431 ;  Woodin  v.  Faster,  16  Barb.  146 ;  Cayuga  Co.  Bank 
y.  Warden^  2  Selden,  19.  And  it  may  now  be  considered  settled, 
upon  the  authority  of  well  adjudged  cases,  that  where  the  notice 
is  given  by  the  holder  or  by  his  order,  it  need  not  inform  the 
party  notified  that  he  is  looked  to  for  payment,  because  such 
may  very  reasonably  be  inferred  from  the  nature  of  the  notice, 
or  otherwise  it  would  not  have  been  given.  Bank  of  U.  S.  v. 
Cameal,  2  Peters,  643,  553  ;  3  Kent's  Com.  103 ;  Ransom  v.  Made, 
2  Hill,  587;  Margesson  v.  Gohle,  2  Chitty's  Eep.  364. 

The  notice  was  clearly  sufficient.  With  the  bill  on  the  desk 
before  him,  the  defendant  could  not  well  be  misled  as  to  the  par- 
ticular draft  which  had  been  dishonored ;  nor  could  he  mistake 
the  object  of  the  plaintiff's  calling  with  it,  attached  as  it  was  to 
the  notary's  certificate  of  protest  for  non-payment,  which,  by 
statute  (2  B.  S.  284,  §  55,)  is  declared  to  be  presumptive  evidence 
of  the  fibcts  contained  in  it^ 

2d,  The  bill  being  expraased  in  money  of  a  foreign  country, 
the  amount  due  on  it  was  to  be  ascertained  and  determined  by 
the  rate  of  exchange  or  the  value  of  such  foreign  currency  at  the 
time  of  Buch  demand  of  payment  1  R.  S.  771,  §  21.  li^  there- 
fore, a  single  witness  had  testified  on  the  trial  that  on  the  day 
the  bill  became  due  he  purchased,  at  a  banking  house  in  this 
city,  exchange  on  London,  and  paid  for  it  at  the  rate  of  $4.84 
for  a  pound  sterling ;  and  that  that,  he  believed,  was  the  market 
rate  on  that  day,  there  probably  would  exist  no  doubt,  in  the 
mind  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  that  such  testimony, 
standing  alone  and  uncontradicted,  would  be  controlling  evidence 
as  to  the  value.  And  yet,  the  evidence  furnished  by  the  Act  of 
July  27th,  1852,  was  of  a  much  higher  character,  and  would  far 
outweigh  any  evidence  u^von  the  subject  of  the  value  of  a  pound 
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Sterling  in  this  country,  which  could  be  furnished  by  the  testi- 
mony of  a  witness.  It  is  not  evidence  founded  upon  the  arbi- 
trary views  of  any  particular  man  or  class  of  meui  but  it  shows 
a  value  fixed  by  the  Federal  Gbvemment  in  all  its  dealings  with 
the  public,  and  the  current  rate  or  value  at  which  a  pound  sterl- 
ing was  and  is  received  by  its  numerous  officers^  not  only  in  this 
city  and  state,  but  throughout  the  country. 

The  act  being  a  public  one,  the  court  was  bound  to  have  know- 
ledge of  it,  and,  in  the  absence  of  other  evidence,  it  was  conclu- 
sive upon  the  question  of  value. 

I  see  no  error  in  the  ruling  of  the  judge  at  the  trial,  or  in  the 
judgment  rendered,  and  it  must  therefore  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Richard  Williambon,  President  of  the  Bull's  Head  Bank  v. 

JoHK  T.  Mills. 

A  dealer  with  a  bank,  upon  elfecting  with  it  a  call  loan,  lodged,  as  collateral  aeeuritj 
for  its  repajment,  notes  endorsed  bj  the  defendant  On  the  loan  being  called  in, 
the  cashier  of  the  bank,  acting  under  the  impression  that  the  amount  on  deposit 
bj  the  dealer  was  sufficient  to  cover  the  sum  owing^  delivered  the  securities  to 
the  dealer,'  who  returned  them  to  the  defendant  Afterwards,  upon  the  casliier 
requesting  their  retnni,  thej  were  obtained  flfom  the  defendant,  who,  at  the  time 
of  giving  them  up  to  the  dealer,  said  ho  might  take  them  bade  to  place  matters 
Just  where  thej  were  when  thej  were  given  up  to  him  bj  the  bank. 

It  appearing  that  the  loan  had  not  been  paid,  hetd,  in  an  action  afterwards  brought 
bj  the  bank  against  the  defendant  as  endorser  on  the  notes  thus  lodged  as  col- 
lateralf'tbat  the  mere  charge  of  the  loan  in  the  dealer's  account,  In  the  absence  of 
proof  that  the  amount  on  deposit  wss  sufficient  to  cover  the  charge^  was  not  such 
an  act  as  operated  to  dischai^  the  defendant  from  liaMlitj  as  endorser  upon 
the  collateral  notes ;  and,  although  thej  had  been  at  one  time  ddivered  up  to  the 
defendant,  jet  their  return  to  the  bank,  under  the  circumstances  shown,  revived 
tlie  original  Uabilitj  of  the  defendant  as  endorser,  and  the  bank  was  therefore  eo- 
tiiled  to  recover.    Beadt,  J.,  disaenHng. 

Appeal  fVom  a  judgment  of  the  general  term  of  the  Marine 
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Coart     The  action  was  brought  against  the  defendant  as  endor- 
ser of  a  note  for  $200,  made  by  one  James  Pelton. 

It  appeared  that  Jacob  D.  Mills,  a  brother  of  the  defendant, 
applied  to  the  plaintiffs  for  a  loan  of  $500.  The  president  of  the 
plaintiff  told  him  to  get  the  defendant's  name  as  collateral,  and 
the  bank  would  make  the  loan.  Jacob  D.  Mills  thereupon  ap- 
plied to  his  brother,  the  defendant,  who  gave  him  the  note  in 
suit,  endorsing  it,  together  with  two  others,  amounting  in  all  to 
§400 ;  and  also  gave  him  his  own  note  for  $100,  thus  making  up 
the  $jOO  applied  for.  The  bank  made  the  loan  to  Jacob  D.  Mills, 
upon  call,  receiving  the  four  notes  as  collateral  security  for  its 
repayment. 

Jacob  D.  Mills  was  a  depositor  with  the  bank,  and,  during  the 
time  he  had  the  loan,  continued  to  make  deposits.  On  June  2d, 
1S55,  he  called  at  the  bank,  having  then  on  deposit  about  $406, 
when  the  cashier  informed  him  that  the  loan  had  been  charged 
to  him,  and  directed  one  of  the  clerks  to  give  him  up  tho  colJat- 
erals.  The  cashier  testified  that  they  were  given  up  on  the  pro- 
mise, by  Jacob  D.  Mills,  to  raise  the  money  and  pay  the  loan 
The  collaterals  thus  given  up  to  Jacob  D.  Mills  were  by  him 
returned  to  the  defendant.  A  few  days  after  this  occurrence, 
however,  the  cashier  requested  Jacob  D.  Mills  to  return  to  the 
bank  the  notes  so  previously  given  up  to  him.  Upon  his  appli- 
cation to  the  defendant  for  them,  they  were  again  delivered  to 
him,  the  defendant  saying,  at  the  time,  that  he  might  take  them 
back  to  place  matters  just  where  they  were  when  the  notes  were 
given  up  to  him.    The  notes  were  returned  accordingly. 

The  justice  rendered  judgment  in  fiivor  of  the  plaintiff  which 
was  affirmed  by  the  general  term  of  the  Marine  Court,  and  "tcom 
the  judgment  of  affirmance  the  defendant  appealed  to  this  court 

Chas.  R  Hari^  for  the  appellant. 

Benj,  T,  Kissam^  for  the  respondent 

Daly,  J. — It  appears,  by  the  defendtat's  own  showing,  that 
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when  the  bank  charged  the  loan  on  the  $500  note  against  the 
account  of  Jacob  Mills,  that  Jacob  had  not  funds  in  bank  saffi* 
dent  to  pay  it.  Charging  it  against  Jacob's  account,  therefore, 
could  not  operate  as  a  payment  of  the  loan  unless  the  bank  so 
intended.  That  they  did  not  so  intend,  is  evident  from  their 
demanding  the  return  of  the  securities  withdrawn  by  Jacob  Mills^ 
and  that  the  defendant  concurred  in  these  views  appears  by  his 
returning  the  securities  to  them.  K  it  could  be  gathered,  from 
the  testimony,  that  the  $406  which  Jacob  had  on  deposit,  had 
been  applied  by  the  bank  on  the  $500  loan,  then  the  indebted- 
ness on  that  loan  would  be  reduced  to  $94,  and,  as  the  bank,  on 
the  21st  of  June,  discounted  the  collaterals  for  the  benefit  of  Ja- 
cob Mills,  it  might  be  inferred  that  they  meant  to  look  to  him 
for  the  $94,  and  not  to  rely  upon  the  collaterals  as  a  security  for 
its  payment.  But,  for  all  that  appears  in  the  testimony  of  Jacob 
Mills,  he  may  have  drawn  from  the  bank  all  that  he  had  upon 
deposit.  The  cashier  of  the  bank  swears  positively  that  the  $500 
note  has  not  been  paid,  and  Jacob  Mills  does  not  swear  that  it  has 
been.  The  extent  of  his  testimony  is  that  he  had  $406  on  deposit 
when  the  note  was  charged,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  if  he 
left  that  sum  in  the  bank,  and  has  not  withdrawn  it,  he  would 
have  said  so.  To  rebut  the  positive  statement  of  the  cashier  that 
the  loan  had  not  been  paid,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  have  shown,  by  the  testimony  of  Jacob  Mills,  that  Jacob 
had  never  withdrawn  the  $406,  but  left  it  to  be  applied  by  the 
bank  towards  the  payment  of  the  loan.  K  he  had  shown  thia^ 
then  the  fact  that  the  bank  had  charged  the  loan  against  the  ac- 
count of  Jacob,  and  that  they  had  realized  $106.54  upon  the  col 
laterals,  which  together  was  more  than  the  $500  note,  it  would 
have  warranted  the  conclusion  that  the  bank  had  been  paid  the 
loan  for  which  the  collaterals  were  security,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  liable  to  them  upon  the  note  in  suit  The  subse- 
quent discounting  of  the  collaterals  by  the  bank,  for  the  benefit 
of  Jacob,  was  a  strong  circumstance  to  show  that  they  regarded 
the  $500  note  as  paid ;  that,  by  making  a  new  loan  upon  them, 
they  no  longer  held  them  as  security  for  the  former  loan ;  but  it 


NEW  YOEK— OCTOBER,  1858L  87 


Williamwn  v.  Milk. 


was  not  enough,  in  the  absence  of  certain  and  positive  evidence 
that  the  $406  had  gone  to  the  use  of  the  bank.  This  the  defend' 
ant  could  easily  have  shown ;  and,  us  he  did  not,  the  presump- 
tion is  to  be  taken  against  him. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Ikorahak,  First  Judge,  concurred. 

Bradt,  J.,  (dissenting). — The  cashier  of  the  bank  states  that 
the  collaterals  were  delivered  to  the  depositer,  Jacob,  in  conaider- 
ation  of  a  promise  by  him  to  raise  the  money  and  pay  the  loan 
of  $500.  On  his  cross-examination,  he  states  that  he  does  not 
recollect  the  conversation,  nor  the  substance  of  it»  when  the  notes 
were  given  up.  Jacob  states  that  at  a  time  when  he  had  a  bal- 
ance of  about  $406  in  the  bank,  he  called  there,  and  was  informed 
by  the  cashier  that  the  loan  of  $500  had  been  charged  to  him, 
and  was  then  and  there  given  the  collaterals,  and  that  he  returned 
them  to  the  defendant.  Jacob  was  not  asked,  on  cross-examina- 
tion, whether  he  had  not  received  the  collaterals  on  a  promise  to 
raise  and  pay  the  loan  of  $500 ;  nor  was  he  interrogated  by  the 
plainti£&  at  all  on  that  subject  It  is  therefore  clear,  on  his  state- 
men  t^  that  no  condition  was  annexed  to  the  delivery  of  the  col- 
laterals, while  on  the  part  of  the  cashier  it  appears  that  he  has 
no  recollection  of  the  conversation,  nor  its  substance,  which  took 
place  on  that  occasion.  He  is  certain,  he  states,  however,  that 
Jacob  promised-  to  raise  the  money,  and  that  this  was  the  con- 
sideration of  giving  the  notes  up  to  him.  I  have  no  hesitation 
to  say,  in  reference  to  that  branch  of  the  case,  that  I  consider  the 
testimony  of  the  cashier  wholly  unsatisfactory  and  insufficient. 
It  would  be  a  very  dangerous  precedent  to  give  greater  weight 
to  a  vague  and  fi-agmentary  statement  of  a  conversation,  tliau  to 
the  positive,  distinct  statement  of  a  participant  therein.  It  is 
my  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  testimony  shows  conclusively 
that  when  the  collaterals  were  given  up,  the  loan  had  been 
charged  to  Jacob,  and  that  the  collaterals  were  handed  to  him 
without  condition  or  qualification.  This  is  sustaiued  by  the 
statement  of  the  cashier  as  to  the  custom  of  the  bank :  '^  We 
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charge  notes  sometimes  when  we  Lave  securities.  When  we 
charge  a  note,  and  there  is  money  to  pay  it  to  the  debtor's  credit 
in  the  bauk,  we  give  up  the  collaterals;  but  if  there  is  no 
money,  then  we  hold  on  to  the  collaterals.  That  is  our  invaria- 
ble rule."  It  must  be  remembered,  in  this  conucction,  that  some 
(hays  before  the  loan  was  charged  to  the  debtor,  the  bank  had 
called  upon  him  for  paymeut,  which  he  had  not  made,  although 
he  continued  to  make  deposits  after  the  loan.  No  other  eon- 
elusion  can  be  reasonably  drawn,  from  the  cashier's  statement 
of  the  rule  of  tbe  bank,  tban  that,  when  the  debtor  to  whom 
a  loan  has  been  made,  has  any  funds  in  the  bank,  and  the 
loan  is  charged  to  his  credit,  it  is  an  application  of  such  funds 
to  the  payment  of  the  loan.  It  nowhere  appears  that  Jacob  ob- 
jected to  such  application.  The  bank  never  charges  the  loan 
when  there  is  no  money  to  the  debtor's  credit,  and  it  follows,  as 
a  necessary  conclusion,  that  when  they  do,  there  is  money  in  the 
bank,  which  is,  by  that  act,  appropriated.  I  think,  for  these 
reasons,  that,  as  between  the  defendant  and  the  bank,  it  is  proved 
that  the  former  was  discharged  to  the  amount  of  $406.  It  is  no 
answer,  in  my  opinion,  to  this  proposition,  that  the  collaterals 
were  returned.  They  had  accomplished  the  object  of  their  de- 
posit, and  no  new  agreement  was  made  with  the  defendant 
Jacob  told  him  that  he  did  not  want  the  cashier  to  think  he  had 
done  or  intended  anything  wrong  in  taking  the  notes  away,  and 
wished  to  restore  them  with  that  end  in  view.  The  cashier 
wanted  the  notes  back,  and  the  reason  is  obvious.  There  was  a 
balance  due  of  $94  on  the  loan,  and  he  was  in  fact  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  them  imtil  that  was  paid,  and  Jacob  did  not 
intend  to  deprive  the  bank  of  that  right  That  would  account 
for  his  desire  that  the  cashier  should  not  think  ho  intended  any 
wrong. 

It  does  not  appear,  as  a  distinct  &ct,  that  the  balance  of  $406 
was  ever  drawn  from  the  bank.  The  defendant  was  not  bound 
to  prove  it  That  was  a  burden  upon  the  bank,  and  the  defend- 
ant would  then  have  had  the  right  to  show  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  payment  was  made.    It  certainly  cannot  preju- 
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dioe  the  defendaot's  rights,  that  he  did  iiut  prove  a  material  fact 
which  might  operate  against  him,  when  ho  put  upon  the  stand  a 
uitnesB  who  could  have  stated  it  on  cross-exmnination.  If  charg- 
ing the  loan  was  not  an  idle  ceremony,  then  the  disfendant  had 
no  right  to  check  against  his  balance.  If  it  wsip,  then  the  bank 
violated  an  invariable  rule,  and  must  take  the  consequences.  I 
do  not  think  this  case  differs,  in  principle,  from  the  case  of  Tfie 
Ba7ik  o/Salina  v.  Sc^Kock  (21  Wend.  499,)  where  the  bank  sys- 
tem of  charging  against  depoaita  is  considered  and  passed  upon 
in  reference  to  the  facts  there  developed.  I  think  the  Judgment 
ia  wrong,  and  should  be  reversed. 
Judgment  affirmed.  • 

There  was  also  a  suit  brought  in  this 
ous,  by  the  bank,  against  John  T. 
made  by  Mills,  and  which  was  the  foj 
by  Jacob  D.  on  procuring  th<j  loan 
vas  tried  befi>re  Judge  Ikgiiaha 
deriag  judgment  in  &vor  of  the 
km: 

"  Without  passing  upon  the  questio^^^^ffoty  Lt-hvfeii  the 
witness  for  the  defendant  and  the  clerk  of  the  bank,  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  are  entitled  to  recover,  because  tlie 
defendant  agreed  to  return  the  collateral  notes  to  the  bank  to  be 
placed  in  the  same  situation  in  which  they  were  when  given  up 
by  the  clerk.  The  mere  fact  of  charging  the  amount  to  ihe 
account  of  Mills  did  not  relieve  the  collateral  security,  and  the 
return  of  the  notes  to  the  bank  placed  them  under  the  same  lia- 
bility  that  existed  when  they  were  given  up.  It  is  not  shown 
that  the  claim  was  ever  discharged,  and  my  conclusion  is  that  the 
defendant  is  liable." 

The  evidence  on  both  trials  corresponded  substantially,  though 
differing  slightly  in  details.  It  appeared,  in  this  cose,  that  ailer 
the  loan  had  been  charged,  and  the  collaterals  given  up,  the  bank 
had  paid  Jacob  D,  Mills'  check  for  $400 ;  also,  the  amount  of  Ja- 
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cob  D.  Mills*  deposit  on  the  2d  of  June  was  stated,  in  the  seconC 
caae,  to  be  $457.77  instead  of  $406. 

On  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  Judge  Ingbaham,  it  was  affirm-* 
cd  by  the  general  term,  (December,  1867),  the  opinion  of  the  oour^ 
being  merely  to  the  effect  that  the  case  did  not  differ  essentially 
from  that  in  the  Marine  Court,  and  that  the  judgment  must  be 
affirmed  for  the  reasons  assigned  for  affirming  the  judgment  in 
the  latter  cause. 

The  apixillaut  afterwards  moved  for  a  re-hearing,  on  the  ground 
that  there  were  diflereuces  in  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  two 
trials,  which  distinguished  the  cause  in  this  court  from  the  other. 
When  the  cases  were  originally  decided,  in  Dec.,  1857,  the  court 
was  composed  of  Ingkaiiam,  First  Judge,  and  Daly  and  Brady, 
Associate  Judges.  Upon  the  motion  for  re  argument,  tho  members 
of  the  court  were  Daly,  First  Judge,  and  Brady  and  IIiltoXi 
Associates.  The  questions  therelbrc  were  substantially  twice 
dctorminod  by  the  court ;  and,  on  the  motion,  its  decision  was 
given  in  the  following  oi^inion  : 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — Afler  carefully  reperusing 
this  cas.',  1  see  nothing  that  would  justify  the  ordering  of  a  re- 
argument.  The  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal  in  the  action 
in  the  Marine  Court  were  decided,  are  in  my  judgment  equally 
applicable  to  this  case.  The  difference  in  the  facts  between  the 
two  cases  are  immaterial.  They  would  not  vary  the  ground 
upon  which  our  decision  was  founded.  That  is,  that  the  return 
of  the  notes  by  the  concurrent  act  of  both  defendants  with  the 
understanding  that  matters  should  be  placed  just  where  they 
were  when  the  notes  were  given  up,  showed  that  they  had  been 
given  up  by  the  clerk  of  the  bank  by  mistake.  That  it  was  shown 
by  the  acts  and  admissions  of  all  parties  that  the  collaterals  were 
to  be  retained  by  the  bank  as  security,  and,  under  such  ciiX5um- 
stances,  the  charging  of  the  call  loan  to  the  account  of  J.  Do- 
remus  Mills  did  not  discharge  the  collaterals. 

Motiun  fur  re-argument  denied,  with  costs. 
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Edwabd  a.  Clabk  V.  Lewis  Lyon. 

A  delbiidant  fkiling  to  aeire  his  answer  within  the  time  allowed  for  that  purpose, 
upon  excusing  his  deCnult  and  allowing  a  good  defbnce,  is  nsually  permitted  to 
interpose  it  upon  terms. 

Where  the  answer  was  prepared  and  verifled,  and  placed  with  the  clerk  of  the  defend- 
ant's attorney  for  service  in  season,  and,  the  defendant's  attorney  haying  left  town, 
the  answer  was  not  served  through  the  forgetfulnoss  of  his  cleric, 

Eetdf  a  sufficient  excuse  to  warrant  the  opening  of  the  default,  the  judgment  and 
execution  being  aUowcd  to  stand  as  security. 

Appeal  £rom  an  order  denying  a  motion  to  open  a  default 
ThiB  was  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note.  The  defence  was  a 
release  under  the  two-thirds  Act.  An  answer  setting  up  this 
release  was  drawn  and  verified  in  season  for  service,  and  was 
left  by  the  defendant's  attorney  with  his  clerk  to  serve,  he  him- 
self being  called  from  town.  The  clerk  swore  that  he  called  twice 
at  the  office  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  before  4  o'clock  in  the 
afternoon  to  serve  the  answer,  but  found  the  office  closed ;  and 
that  he  thereafter  forgot  about  the  case,  until  reminded  of  it  by 
the  defendant's  attorney  upon  his  return  to  the  city,  and  after  the 
time  for  answering  had  expired.  The  plaintiff's  attorney's  clerk 
Bwore  that  the  office  of  the  plaintiff 's  attorney  was  uniformly 
kept  open  until  5  o'clock  P.  M.  The  motion  to  open  the  default 
was  denied,  and,  the  judge  who  heard  the  motion  having  given 
the  neceBBary  certificate,  the  defendant  appealed. 

H.  P.  (fBrien^  for  the  appellant. 

J.  &  Tork^  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — A  defendant,  failing  to  serve  his 
answer  within  the  time  allowed  for  that  purpose,  upon  excusing 
his  neglect  and  showing  a  good  defence,  is  usually  permitted  to 
interpose  it  upon  such  terms  as  to  the  court  may  seem  proper, 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
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As  DO  special  reason  exists  for  depriving  the  defendant  of  the 
benefit  of  this  general  practice  of  the  court,  the  order  appealed 
from  should  be  modified  so  as  to  allow  him  to  answer  on  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  of  the  motion  to  open  his  de&ult.  The  judg- 
ment^ execution,  and  levy  now  existing,  to  stand  as  security  for 
the  payment  of  any  judgment  the  plaintiff  may  hereafter  recover 
in  this  action. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


John  Schenck  v.  Michael  K.  Wilson. 


"W,  was  part  owner  and  general  a^nt  of  a  steamboat,  M.  E.  W^  and,  as  muh  agents 
received  all  the  moneys  earned  by  it,  and  paid  all  its  currant  expenaes — the  fin^ 
mer  for  exceeding  the  latter.  In  an  action  against  W.  by  &,  the  captain  and  an- 
other part  owner  of  the  boat,  upon  whose  order  the  expenses  were  incurred,  W 
interposed  a  counter  claim  or  set  off  for  payments  made  by  him  on  account  oTthe 
current  expenses  of  tlie  boat,  but  did  not  produce  his  entire  account,  nor  the  booki 
showing  Uie  trunsaciions  and  earnings  of  the  boat  Bdd,  that  hia  dalm  was  pio- 
perly  rejected. 

L  It  was  reasonable  to  infer,  from  the  concealment  of  the  books  containing  the  entire 
account,  that  the  payments  had  been  made  out  of  the  receipts  of  Uie  boat  whidi 
came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  as  general  agent  of  the  owners. 

IL  The  payments,  having  been  made  on  account  of  the  boat  and  owners,  and  notibt 
the  individual  benefit  of  S.,  could  be  recovered  only  in  an  action  against  all  tlM 
owners  jointly,  and  upon  the  production  of  the  whole  of  W.'s  accounts  as  agent 
of  the  boat 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  entered  on  the  report 
of  a  referee.  The  &cts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 


Beebe  Dean  &  Donohue^  for  the  appellant 
L.  R.  Marshy  for  the  respondent 
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By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — The  plaintiff  owned  one-half,  and 
the  defendant  one-eighth,  of  the  steamer  "  M.  K.  Wilson."  At 
the  time  she  was  burnt,  their  interest  or  share  in  her  was  insured 
for  $3,750.  Their  claim  for  insurance  was  settled  with  the  com- 
panies for  $3,800,  and  of  which  it  was  at  the  time  agreed  that  the 
defendant,  who  reoeived  the  money,  was  to  retain  $750  for  his 
one-eighth  share,  and  the  balance  was  to  be  accounted  for  to  the 
plaintiff,  after  deducting  the  amount  due  defendant  for  advances 
made  by  him  for  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  putting  in  the  boiler 
and  otherwise  preparing  the  boat  for  towing  purposes.  After 
she  was  bumt^  the  plaintiff  sold  to  the  defendant  his  interest  in 
the  hulk  for  $560 ;  and  it  is  to  recover  this  sum,  and  the  balance 
of  the  insurance  money  coming  to  the  plaintiff  that  this  action 
is  brought. 

It  appears  that  the  boat  was  used  for  towing  vessels,  and  the 
defendant  acted  as  the  general  agent  of  her,  receiving  all  the  mo- 
neys earned,  and  paying  all  the  current  expenses;  which  the 
testimony  clearly  shows  the  receipts  &r  ezce^ed.  The  plaintiff 
was  employed  as  captain,  and  as  such  it  was  his  business  to 
oertify  to  the  correctness  of  the  bills  rendered  against  the  boat, 
and  in  some  cases  gave  orders  on  the  defendant  for  their  pay- 
ment ;  of  such,  when  paid,  consisted  the  current  expense  account 
kept  by  the  defendant,  as  agent,  and  which  were  deducted  or 
paid  by  him  from  the  receipts.  Upon  the  trial,  the  defendant 
claimed  to  have  several  items  properly  belonging  to  this  current 
expense  account  set  off  against  the  plaintiff's  claim  in  this  action, 
without  producing  the  entire  account,  or  his  books  showing  the 
txanaactions  of  the  boat  and  her  earnings. 

Under  such  circumstances,  the  referee  was  justified  in  disre- 
garding all  such  items^  as  it  is  reasonable  to  infer,  from  the  con- 
cealment of  the  books  containing  the  entire  account,  that  they 
had  been  paid  out  of  the  receipts  of  the  boat  which  came  to  the 
hands  of  the  defendant  as  general  agent  for  the  owners.  As  the 
item  of  $30,  paid  Valentine  on  account  of  the  boat  and  owners, 
was  not  paid  for  the  individual  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  but  belong- 
ed to  the  class  which  the  defendant,  as  agent,  had  been  in  the 
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habit  of  paying  and  charging  as  part  of  the  current  expenses,  the 
referee  very  properly  rejected  it  from  his  consideration,  although 
its  payment  was  not  disputed.  The  same  may  be  said  of  many 
other  items  proven,  but  disregarded  by  the  referee  as  belonging 
to  the  same  class,  and  only  proper  to  be  considered  in  an  action 
against  all  the  owners,  and  upon  the  production  of  the  whole  uf 
the  defendant's  accounts  as  agent  of  the  boat. 

Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  whole  case,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  fully  sustains  the  finding  of  the  referee,  at  least  so  £ur  as 
it  concerns  the  defendant  If  any  error  has  been  committed,  it 
would  seem  to  be  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  not  adverse  to 
his  interests.  But,  as  the  plaintiff  does  not  complain,  it  must  be 
presumed  that  this  is  one  of  those  cases  where  the  referee  hearing 
the  oral  statements  of  the  witnesses,  and  having  all  the  parties  in 
interest  before  him,  was  far  better  qualified  to  determine  as  to 
the  credibility  of  the  witnesses  and  the  actual  state  of  afiEGurs  be- 
tween the  parties  litigating,  than  the  court  on  appeal  can  possibly 
be  from  merely  reading  the  testimony  taken  at  the  trial,  unaided 
by  the  circumstances  which  attend  an  oral  examioation. 

As  no  reason  appears  for  interfering  with  the  finding  of  the 
referee,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Michael  Joyce  v.  Willard  B.  Holbbook  and  C.  W. 

Andrews. 

An  application  in  supplcmentaiy  proceedings  for  an  order  requiring  the  Judgment 
debtor  to  apply  property  or  money,  diadoaod  by  hia  examination,  to  the  payment 
of  the  judgment,  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  judge  before  whom  ths 
prooocding  is  pending. 

80  ako  is  an  application  to  commit  for  contempt  for  disobedience  of  the  order  np- 
plemcntary  to  the  executioo. 

No  appcul  lies  from  an  order  denying  such  applications. 
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Th«  proceeding  to  oompel  the  debtor  to  apply  Bpcciflc  money  or  property  to  the  sat- 
i^ctaoQ  of  the  Judgment  is  a  summary  one^  and  whenever  a  doubt  ozUts  as  to  the 
possession  and  ownership  of  either  the  propwty  or  money,  the  creditor  should  be 
left  to  enforce  his  remedy  through  a  receiver,  or  by  levy  under  execution. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  fix)m  two  orders  in  proceedings  sup- 
plementary to  execution.  The  defendant  Holbrook  having 
been  examined  in  supplementary  proceedings  before  Judge 
HiLTOiT,  an  application  was  made,  at  the  close  of  the  exam- 
ination, for  an  order  directing  the  application  of  certain  mo- 
neys alleged  to  be  in  bank  to  his  credit,  and  also  for  an  order 
punishing  him  for  contempt  for  an  alleged  disobedience  of  the 
injunction  contained  in  the  order  supplementary  to  execution. 
Both  motions  were  denied,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

John  (yHourke^  for  the  appellant 
Ward  A  DooliUh^  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  C!ourt,  Brady,  J. — The  plaintiff,  assuming  that  the 
defendant  Holbrook,  on  examination  upon  proceedings  supple- 
mentary to  execution,  had  disclosed  that  be  had  money  and 
property  in  his  hands  belonging  to  himself,  and  that  he  had 
violated  the  order  supplementary  by  disposing  thereof,  applied 
to  Judge  Hilton  for  orders  to  compel  the  application  of  such 
money  and  property  towards  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment, 
and  for  an  attachment  to  punish  the  contempt  committed  by  dis- 
obedience to  the  order  supplementary,  as  above  stated.  Judge 
Hilton  denied  both  applications.  The  plaintiff  appeals.  The 
answer  to  both  appeals  is  the  same,  namely,  that  the  order  direct- 
ing the  application  of  property  and  money  to  the  payment  of  a 
judgment,  and  punish  for  contempt,  are  entirely  discretionary. 
Sections  297  and  802  provide  that  the  judge  may  order  the  ap- 
plication, and  may  punish  for  contempt ;  and,  although  there  are 
statutes  in  which  the  word  "  may  "  is  to  be  construed  as  "  must^" 
this  is  not  one.  A  large  degree  of  discretion  must  be  exercised 
m  all  applications  to  require  the  appropriation  of  money  and  prop- 
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erty  by  a  judgment  debtor,  and  there  are  many  instanoes  in  which 
that  discretion  would  be  oppresaiyely  employed  if  the  debtor 
were  compelled  to  surrender  property  or  money  which  seemed 
not  to  be  exempt  from  execution.  The  proceeding  is  a  summary 
one,  and,  wherever  a  doubt  exists  of  the  possession  and  ownership 
of  either  property  or  money,  the  creditor  should  enforce  his  rem- 
edy through  the  receiver,  or  by  levy  under  execution.  Whether 
the  creditor  should  be  left  to  take  this  course,  is  one  of  the  con- 
siderations to  be  entertained  in  determining  whether  the  applica* 
tion  should  be  granted,  with  a  multitude  of  others,  which  vary 
in  each  case  both  in  number  and  importance.  And  so,  in  rq^aid 
to  punishing  for  contempt^  the  right,  as  a  matter  of  discretion,  to 
refuse  to  inflict  the  punishment  cannot  be  well  doubted,  nor  can 
there  be  any  difference  of  opinion  upon  the  impropriety  of  re- 
viewing a  discretion  exercised  in  such  a  manner.  This  yiew 
renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  appeals  upon  the  merits; 
but,  were  it  otherwise,  it  could  be  demonstrated  that  the  diacro- 
tion  was  justly  exerdsed. 
Appeals  dismissedi  with  costs. 


John  Steeltabds  v.  Iajllc  M.  Sdcokb  asd  akokher. 


TfaodefendAnts  agreed  to  mU  a  sewing  mMhine  to  StniiM  for  $1M,  $60  being 
paid  in  caab,  and  the  balance  to  be  paid  in  monthly  inatalmenti^  it  bdng  agreed 
that  the  sewing  madiine  should  continue  the  property  of  the  defendants  until  ftiUj 
paid  for,  and  that,  if  not  paid  for,  the  defendants  might  retake  possession  of  St,  and 
in  snch  case  the  partial  payments  made  thereon  to  bo  forfeited.    Hddt 

I.  That,  as  between  the  defendants  and  Strauss,  the  title  to  the  madiine  did  not  ▼«■( 
in  the  latter  until  he  had  paid  the  price  agreed  upon. 

IL  But  that  the  agreement  did  not  affect  ^honafide  purchaser  of  the  artiok^  without 
notice  of  the  conditions  upon  which  its  possession  was  acquired  ftom  the  owner. 

Sewing  maclunes  having  become  an  ordinary  household  diattel,  in  respect  to  wbidi 
the  only  indieia  of  ownership  is  in  most  eases  the  being  in  possession,  where  such 
possession  has  been  acquired  from  the  owner  by  his  voluntary  aoty  and  without 
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finmd,  a  parchaaer  in  good  fidth,  and  for  a  fair  conaideratioD,  from  a  party  deriving 
poaKflsioa  from  the  yendor,  without  notice  of  the  conditiona  of  the  original  deliv- 
eiy,  aoqairea  a  yalid  title,  and  ia  to  be  protected  even  as  againat  the  original 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Second  District 
Court    The  fecta  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

AmbfOie  L.  J(mian  and  William  A.  Hardenbrook^  for  the  appel« 
lant 

Charles  E.  Btrdsall^  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  C!ourt,  Hilton,  J. — The  plaintiff  sues  to  recover  the 
ralue  of  a  sewing  machine  made  by  the  defendants,  and  which 
he  alleges  they  wrongfully  detained  from  him  and  conyerted  to 
their  own  use. 

It  appears  that  the  machine  was,  on  March  14th,  1856,  deliv- 
ered by  the  defendants  to  one  Isaac  Strauss,  under  an  executory 
contract  of  sale,  the  condition  of  which  was  that  he  was  to  pay 
for  it  $160.  Fifty  dollars  was  paid  at  the  time  of  delivery,  and 
the  residue  was  to  be  paid  in  monthly  instalments  of  $15  each.. 
The  writing  signed  by  Strauss,  containing  these  conditions,  com-^ 
mences  as  fc^ows :  "  Special  agreement ^r  lien  on  patent  sewing 
machine  until  payments  for  same  shall  be  completed,"  and,  in  the- 
body  of  it,  '*  it  is  expressly  agreed  that  the  said  sewing  machine 
shall  remain  and  continue  to  be  the  property  of  said  I.  M.  Singer 
k  Co.  until  the  same  shall  be  fully  paid  for  according  to  the- 
terms  above  mentioned ;  and  if  not  so  paid  for,  then  that  I.  M. 
Singer  k  Co,  or  their  agents,  shall  have  the  right  to  retake  the 
pooession  of  said  machine,  and  partial  payments  thereon  be  for- 
feited." 

The  proof  shows  that  the  plaintiff  purchased  and  acquired 
poBsesmoa  of  the  machine  in  October,  1856,  from  a  Mr.  Schultz 
living  in  Beade  street  in  this  city,  his  attention  having  been  pre* 
vioualy  called  to  it  by  an  advertisement  in  a  German  newspaper 
announcing  it  for  sale.    The  price  paid  bv  him  was  $110  in  cash, 

Vol.  ir.  7 
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and  it  does  not  appear  that  he  had  any  knowledge  of  the  agree- 
ment of  Strauss,  or  knew  anything  of  the  claim  of  the  defendants 
under  it  until  December,  1857,  when,  the  machine  becoming  out 
of  order,  he  took  it  to  the  store  of  the  defendants  to  be  repaired, 
who,  after  obtaining  possession  of  it  for  this  purpose,  refused  to 
deliver  it  unless  the  plaintiff  paid  the  amount  due  under  the 
agreement  with  Strauss.  It  does  not  appear  when  or  how  Schultz 
got  the  machine,  nor  that  the  defendants  made  any  efforts  to  re- 
cover it  until  the  plaintiff  left  it  with  them  to  be  repaired.  The 
justice  having  given  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  value  of 
the  machine,  the  defendants  appeal,  and,  on  the  argument,  insist 
that,  as  the  title  to  it  never  passed  from  them,  they  had  a  right 
to  take  it  wherever  they  could  find  it 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  as  between  the  defendants  and 
Strauss,  under  the  express  contract  made  at  the  time  the  machine 
was  delivered,  the  title  did  not  vest  in  him  until  he  had  paid  the 
price  agreed  upon,  {Herring  v.  Iloppock,  15  N.  Y.  Rep.  409) ;  but 
this  would  in  no  manner  affect  a  bo7iafide  purchaser  of  the  arti- 
cle without  notice  of  the  condition  upon  which  its  possession  was 
originally  acquired  from  the  owner,  especially  w^hen  such  pos- 
session was,  as  in  this  case,  obtained  under  an  agreement  to  pur- 
chase, entered  into  without  fraud,  and  upon  which  a  part  of  the 
purchase  price  had  been  paid,  ifotvry  v.  Walsh^  8  CJowen,  288; 
Salius  V.  Evenit,  20  Wend.  267 ;  Keeler  v.  Field,  1  Paige,  812 ; 
Haggeriy  v.  Palmer,  6  John.  Ch.  Rep.  487. 

The  machine  in  question,  and  others  of  a  similar  nature,  have 
now  become  an  ordinary  household  chattel,  in  respect  to  which 
the  only  indicia  of  ownership  is,  in  most  cases,  the  being  in  pes- 
rsession ;  and  when  that  possession  has  been  acquired  from  the 
owner  voluntarily,  and  in  the  manner  shown  in  this  case,  a  pur- 
chaser in  good  fiiith  from  a  party  deriving  possession  from  the 
Tender,  for  a  £°iir  consideration,  without  notice  of  the  condition 
•of  the  original  delivery,  acquires  a  valid  title,  and  is  to  be  pro* 
tected  even  as  against  the  owner.  2  Black.  Com.  449 ;  2  Kent's 
Com.  497 ;  Hwsey  v.  Thornton,  4  Mass.  405  ;  SmUh  ▼.  lAfnea^  1 
Selden,  41,  48 ;  Herring  v.  Hoppock,  supra. 
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The  plaintiff,  appearing  to  be  such  a  purchaser,  has  got  a  valid 
title  to  the  machine,  and  the  judgment  of  the  jostioe  for  its  value 
should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed* 


Chables  Jackson,  by  his  Guardian,  &a  v.  John  Obseb, 

Sheriff,  &c. 


In  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  an  escape,  the  proof  was  ttiat  J.  G.  W^  the  de- 
fendant in  the  execution,  was,  in  January,  1854,  captain  of  the  ship  Hudson,  and 
that  one  W^  actbg  as  captain  of  that  sliip,  went  beyond  the  jail  limits  in  March 
foHowing.  ffddj  that  the  similarity  of  surname  and  of  office  was  sufficient  prima 
fade  evidence  to  sustain  the  action,  although  the  witness  to  the  escape  oonld  not 
identify  W.  as  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  and  did  not  know  his  christian 
nama 

^be  plaintiff  having  made  out  a  prima  facie  case,  and  there  being  no  evidence  in 
rebuttal,  hddf  error  to  charge  the  jury  that  the  phiintiff  was  bound  to  produce 
dear  and  positive  proof|  and  if  there  was  any  doubt  the  presumption  should  be 
against  the  plaintiff. 

What  is  sufficient  proof  of  identity,  considered;  and  the  oases  upon  this  subject  col- 
lected and  examined. 


Appeal,  by  defendant,  &om  an  order  granting  a  new  trial. 
This  was  an  action  against  the  defendant  as  sheriff  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  escape  of  a  pris- 
oner. The  complaint  alleged  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  by  the 
plaintiff  against  one  Joseph  Q-.  White,  the  issuing  of  an  execu- 
tion against  property  thereon  and  its  return  unsatisfied,  the  issu- 
ing  of  an  execution  against  the  person  of  Joseph  G.  White,  his 
arrest  by  the  defendant  (the  sheriff)  under  such  execution,  and 
his  subsequent  escape.  The  cause  was  tried  before  Judge 
Daly  and  a  jury.  The  plaintiff  proved  that  Joseph  G.  White 
wascaptiin  of  the  ship  Hudson  in  January,  1854,  when  the  judg- 
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at  against  him  waa  recovered,  and  then  called  a  witness^  who 
»tified  that,  on  the  19th  day  of  March,  1854  he  went  on  the 
aamboat  Hector,  which  took  out  the  ship  Hudaon  from  the  port 
f  New  York,  about  three  miles  beyond  Sandy  Hook ;  that  they 
fent  outside  and  beyond  a  line  drawn  from  Bed  Hook  to  the 
Jersey  shore,  including  Nutten  Island,  Bedlow's  Island,  and 
Bucking  Island ;  that  they  went  out  to  sea,  two  or  three  miles 
beyond  that  line ;  when  the  tow-boat  was  towing  out  the  ship, 
he  heard  the  captain  of  the  tow-boat  call  to  a  person  on  board  of 
the  ship,  who  answered  to  the  name  of  Captain  White,  and  he 
replied  to  that  address ;  when  the  steamboat  left^  the  person  so  ad- 
dressed gave  the  second  o£cer  of  the  ship  directions  as  to  what  sails 
to  let  loose ;  the  witness  had  never  seen  the  man  they  called  cap- 
tain before ;  he  saw  him  firom  a  quarter  past  6  o'clock  until  after 
dinner ;  as  the  captain  of  the  tow-boat  was  leaving  the  ship,  he 
said  ^*  Qood-by,  Captain  White  f  the  person  so  addressed  acted 
as  captain  of  the  ship  Hudaon,  and  g&ve  orders  to  the  second  mate, 
and  those  orders  were  obeyed ;  the  same  man  continued  on  board 
the  ship  Hudson  until  the  steamboat  left  her,  and  then  remained 
on  board  the  same  vesseL 

This  was  all  the  evidence  offered  to  prove  an  escape.    The 
defendant  offered  no  afiirmative  evidence ;  but  moved  for  a  non- 
suit)  which  was  denied,  and  the  cause  was  submitted  to  the  jury  by 
the  judge,  with  the  instruction  that  it  was  for  them  to  decide  upon 
the  evidence  whether  the  captain  of  the  ship  Hudson,  who  went  to 
sea  and  beyond  the  limitSi  was  Joseph  G.  White,  the  delbndan^ 
in  the  execution.    Defendant's  counsel  then  requested  the  judg 
to  charge,  that  this  was  an  action  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  boor 
to  produce  dear  and  positive  proof;  and  if  there  was  any  doal 
the  presumption  would  be  against  the  plaintiff;  to  which  1 
judge  assented,  and  so  charged,  and  the  plaintiff's  cooDael 
cepted  thereto. 

The  jury  having  found  for  the  defendant  the  plaintiff  mr 
before  the  same  judge  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  granted, 
defendant  appealed. 
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Brown^  Hall  <t  Vanderpoel,  for  the  appellants. 

I.  The  judge  at  trial  should  have  non-suited,  because  there 
was  no  evidence  of  (he  person  under  bail  having  escaped  ;  and, 
had  the  jury  found  for  plaintiff,  the  court,  under  the  evidence, 
should  have  awarded  defendant  a  new  trial.  To  sustain  an  action 
for  an  escape  against  the  sheriff,  it  must  be  shown  affirmatively, 
and  by  plain  and  irresistable  evidence,  that  the  defendant  in  the 
execution  has  been  off  the  limits.  Vischer  v.  Gafisevoorty  19  Johns. 
R.  496. 

II.  Where  a  person  is  sought  to  be  identified  by  the  circum- 
stance of  similarity  of  name,  it  must  at  least  be  by  similarity  of 
the  entire  name.  Jackson  v.  Ghes,  18  Johns.  R.  528 ;  Nelson  v. 
miil^all^  1  Barn,  k  Adol.  21,  Suppose  a  subscribing  witness 
were  to  swear,  "  I  saw  the  instrument  executed  by  a  person  who 
was  called  into  the  room,  but  I  do  not  know  that  that  person  was 
the  defendant " — the  plaintiff  would  be  non-suited,  yet  in  that 
ca^e  the  person  would  respond  to  the  name  and  act  under  it. 
Whitelock  V.  Musgrove  (per  Bailet,  J.,)  1  Cromp.  &  Mee.  511 ; 
Parkins  v.  Hawkshaw,  2  Stark,  212 ;  Mtddleton  v.  Sanford,  4. 
Camp.  R.  84 ;  Broum  v.  Kimball,  25  W.  274 ;  Nelson  v.  Whitehall, 
2  Bam.  &;  Adol.  19. 

III.  There  was  no  necessity  for  a  chai^  from  the  judge.  But 
ihe  jadge's  chaise  could  not  have  misled.  He  charged,  in  sub- 
stance, as  favorably  as  the  plaintiff  could  have  desired.  See  A/i^y 
Y.  Rcpeiye,  1  Hill,  11.  {a)  In  Ross  v.  OoiM  (5  Greenlf,  20-4,)  the 
genuvcieness  of  a  deed  was  controverted,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
held  **to  satisfy  the  jury,  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  that  it  is 
genuine.''  (6)  The  language  of  Dalt,  J.,  at  trial,  is  substantially 
that  oi  Lord  Abinger  in  Long  v.  Hitchcock,  9  C.  4  P.  919 ;  see, 
aldo,  Sumner  ▼.  State,  5  Black.  579 ;  Lexington  Fire  Co.  v.  Paver, 
16  Ohio,  824.  (e)  And  doubt  may  spring  fix>m  a  plain tiff^s  case, 
as  well  as  from  a  whole  case  of  testimony. 

Benjamin  (?.  Hitchings,  for  the  respondent 
I.  There  was  sufficient  prima  facie  evidence  of  identity,  and, 
no  evidence  whatever  having  been  given  to  rebut  it,  the  plaintiff 
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was  entitlecl  to  recover.  Identitj  of  name  is  always  sufficient 
prima  facie  evidence  of  identity,  and  no  further  proof  is  ever 
required  until  contrary  evidence  is  produced.  Jackson  v.  King, 
6  Cow.  B.  287.  The  evidence  in  this  case  is  much  stronger  than 
mere  identity  of  christian  and  surname.  We  have  at  eacli  of  the 
two  periods  not  only  Captain  White,  but  Captain  White,  captain 
of  the  same  ship  Hudson.  That  the  same  Captain  White  con- 
tinned  to  be  captain  of  the  ship  Hudson,  is  a  presumption  of  law. 
1  Cow.  &  Hill's  Notes,  205 ;  9  Wend.  851 ;  4  Wend.  429.  The 
facility  of  explanation  and  contradiction  is  always  to  be  regarded 
in  judging  of  the  sufficiency  or  weight  of  testimony.  If  the 
Captain  White,  who  left  the  limits  and  went  to  sea  on  the  19th 
of  March  as  captain  of  the  ship  Hudson,  was  not  actually  the 
person  who  had,  four  days  previously,  been  arrested  and  given 
bail  for  the  limits,  how  easy  for  defendant  to  have  proved  it 
The  owners  of  the  ship,  or  Captain  White  himself  could  have 
proved  it.  "  Imperfect  proo&  become  perfectly  strong  and  con- 
vincing when  uncontradicted,  if  the  party  to  be  charged  is  sap- 
posed  to  have  the  power  of  contradicting  if  the  facts  were  not  as 
charged."  1  Phil.  Ev.  157 ;  8  Stark.  Ev.  487 ;  2  Cow.  &  HiU's 
Notes,  310. 

II.  The  judge  should  have  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
as  requested  by  plaintiff's  counsel,  or  should  have  cliarged  the 
jury  that  the  evidence  of  identity  vras  prima  Jade  sufficient^  and 
that,  no  evidence  having  been  given  to  rebut  it,  the  plaintiff  ought 
to  recover  upon  it.  Prima  fade  evidence  is  sufficient  until  con- 
tradicted, or  repelled  by  contrary  proof,  and  a  jury  have  no  right 
to  disregard  it^  or  find  against  it^  Stoby,  J.,  in  RiUy  v.  Jack9(m^ 
6  Peters,  682 ;  7  Wend.  160 ;  5  Wend.  257. 

III.  The  proposition  in  the  charge,  "  that  this  was  an  action 
in  which  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  produce  clear  and  positive 
proof,  and  if  there  was  any  doubt  Uie  presumption  would  be 
against  the  plaintiff,"  was  clearly  erroneous,  and  the  judge  was 
right  in  granting  a  new  trial  on  that  ground.  There  was  no 
hardship  about  the  action,  the  sheriff  being  fully  indemnified  by 
bail  of  his  own  approval,  and  no  ground  whatever  for  the  appli- 
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cation  of  any  different  role  of  evidence  from  what  prevails  in 
otber  civil  suits.  The  courts,  so  fiir  from  holding  that  any  pecu- 
liar strictneflB  of  proof  in  £sivor  of  the  sheriff  in  this  action,  as  re- 
quired, have  in  general  held  quite  the  contrary,  for  instance : 
The  slightest  departure  from  the  liberties  is  sufficient.  2  Duer's 
R  404 ;  6  Johns.  B.  89.  It  is  sufficient  prima  facie  evidence  of 
an  escape  that  the  prisoner  is  seen  at  large  in  the  street,  and 
throws  upon  the  defendant  the  burden  of  proving  that  the  place 
was  within  the  limits.  Steward  v.  Kipp,  7  Johns.  B.  165.  A  re- 
turn cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  but 
must  be  pleaded  specially.  1  Chitty's  PI.  6S5.  If  the  limits  are 
in  any  part  vague  and  indefinite,  Or  ill  defined,  the  prisoner  is 
bound,  at  his  peril,  to  keep  within  places  clearly  defined.  Kipp 
V.  Bridghnm^  7  Johns.  B.  168.  By  statute,  in  England,  it  is  con- 
clusive evidence  of  an  escape  if  the  jailer  does  not  show  the  pris- 
oner when  called  upon  to  do  so.    4  Cow.  k  Hill's  Notes,  899. 

lY.  Justice  requires  that  there  should  be  a  new  trial  If  the 
evidence  had  been  held  to  be  insufficient  on  the  motion  for  a  non- 
suit^ plaintiff  would  have  had  an  opportunity  to  produce  more ; 
but  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  was  rendered  upon  evidence 
adjudged  prima  facie  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff.  If  the  verdict 
stands :  l^t.  The  judgment  in  this  action  against  the  plaintiff  is  a 
bar  to  any  action  for  the  escape  in  question.  2d,  The  original 
judgment,  and  all  remedy  on  it,  is  gone.  The  arrest  of  a  defend- 
ant on  a  capias  ad  eati^aciendum^  is  a  satisfiu^tion  of  the  judgment 
and  debt  2  Tidd's  Pr.  943 ;  Orabam's  Pr.  421 ;  1  Cow.  B.  66 ; 
8  T.  R  128.  It  cannot  even  be  proved  in  bankruptcy,  or  made 
the  ground  of  a  set-off.  If  the  prisoner  escapes,  plaintiff  has  his 
election  either  to  issue  a  new  execution  or  to  sue  the  sheriff  But 
a  suit  against  the  sheriff  is  an  election  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
to  consider  him  out  of  custody ;  and,  if  ho  sues  the  sheriff  he 
cannot  arrest  the  defendant  again  on  the  same  or  any  new  execu- 
tion, and  that  suit  is  a  bar  against  any  subsequent  action  for  an 
escape.    Brown  v.  LiUkfield,  11  Wend.  467. 

A  new  trial  will  be  granted  where,  upon  the  whole,  there  is 
great  reason  to  believe  that  justice  has  not  been  done ;  {Jackeon 
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V.  SUenburgh^  1  GaineS|  1S8) ;  and  a  dod-buU  set  aade^  even  when 
properly  granted,  as  otherwiae  the  cause  of  action  would  be  Idt, 
The  Ptopk  y.  Bamesy  12  Wend.  492.  Even  if  there  is  no  enor  of 
law,  a  new  trial  will  be  granted  *'  where  there  is  a  reasonable 
doubt,  or  perhape  a  certainty,  that  justice  has  not  been  done," 
Lord  Mansfield  in  Brighi  v.  Orispy  1  Buir,  890, 896. 

By  the  Court,  Bradt,  J. — The  proof  in  this  case  was  that 
Joseph  6.  White  was  the  captain  of  the  ship  Hudson.  That  the 
ship  was  towed  out  to  sea  on  or  about  the  19th  of  March,  1854 
That  a  person  on  board  the  ship  was  addressed  by  the  captain  of 
the  towboat  as  Captain  White.  That  the  person  ao  addressed 
replied  to  such  address,  and  also  gave  orders  to  the  second  officer 
on  board  the  ship  as  to  what  saik  to  let  loose.  And  further,  that 
as  the  captain  of  the  towboat  was  leaving  the  ship,  he  said  ^'Qood 
by.  Captain  White ;"  and  that  the  person  so  addressed  acted  as 
captain  of  the  ship.  This  testimony  was  prima  foyde  sufficient  to 
show  that  Joseph  O.  White  went  out  as  captain  of  the  ship  Hud- 
son, and  to  throw  the  burden  of  proof  to  the  contrary  on  the  de- 
fendant In  NeUm  y.  WhiUall  (1  Barn.  &  Aid.  19,)  it  was  held, 
in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  that  proof  of  the  handwriting 
of  a  subscribing  witness  thereto,  who  was  dead, — it  haying  been 
shown  that  the  defendant  was  present  in  the  room  when  the  note 
was  prepared  by  the  subscribing  witness, — was  sufficient,  without 
proving  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant  In  Sewell  y.  Evam 
(4  Aid.  &  EL,  N.  S.  1843,  626,)  the  action  was  on  a  bill  of  ex* 
change  drawn  upon  and  accepted  by  the  defendant  in  payment 
for  goods  sold  and  deliyered.  A  witness  stated  that  he  intro* 
duoed  a  person  of  the  name  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's 
testator  as  a  customer,  and  that  he  saw  the  person  ao  introduced, 
write  a  letter.  The  letter  was  produced  in  eyidenoe,  and,  as  was 
admitted,  established  the  case  against  the  defendant  by  acknowl- 
edgment, ^  the  identity  of  the  writer  and  the  defendant  was  shown, 
'i^hc  facts  occurred  five  years  before  the  action  was  brought  The 
witness  had  not  seen  the  person  since,  and  and  did  not  know 
whether  thit  person  was  the  defendant.     In  Roden  y.  Ryde  Qd 
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629),  which  was  an  action  agaiost  the  defendant  as  acceptor 
of  three  IhIIs  of  exchange,  it  appeared  on  the  trial  that  all  the 
bills  were  accepted  in  the  name  of  Henry  Thomas  Ryde,  and 
made  payable  at  the  Begent  street  branch  of  the  London  and 
Westminister  Bank.  The  cashier  of  the  Bank  stated  that  he 
knew  the  handwriting  of  Henry  Thomas  Byde,  and  that  the 
acceptances  were  in  his  writing.  Being  cross-examined,  he  stated 
that  Henry  Thomas  Byde  had  kept  an  account  at  the  Begent 
street  branch ;  that  he  had  never  seen  him  wriie^  and  did  not  know 
him;  that  his  only  means  of  knowledge  as  to  his  handwriting 
consisted  in  his  having,  as  cashier,  paid  checks  drawn  in  the 
name  of  the  party  alluded  to  by  him ;  and  that  he  had  paid  none 
for  some  time.  For  the  defendant  it  was  objected  that  there  ap- 
peared no  CTidence  to  identify  him  with  the  Henry  Thomas  Byde 
spoken  of  by  the  witness.  The  judge  (Williams)  thought  there 
was  tk  prima  facie  case  of  identity,  and  overruled  the  objection. 
On  rules  niii  in  both  these  cases,  the  court  held  the  proof  suffi- 
cient Lord  Denman,  at  page  688,  says :  '^  But,  in  cases  where 
no  particular  circumstance  tends  to  raise  a  question  as  to  the 
party  being  the  same,  even  identity  of  name  is  something  from 
which  an  inference  may  be  drawn."  Williams,  J.,  at  page  634, 
says :  "  A  man  of  the  defendant's  name  had  kept  money  at  tue 
branch  bank,  and  this  acceptance  is  proved  to  be  his  writing. 
Then,  is  that  man  the  defendant  ?  That  it  is  a  person  of  the 
same  name  m  somt  evidence^  till  another  party  is  pointed  out  who 
might  have  been  the  acceptor." 

Applying  these  cases  to  the  one  in  hand,  the  facts  that  the  de- 
fendant in  the  execution  was  theretofore  the  captain  of  the  ship 
Hudson,  and  that  a  Captain  White  was  commanding  the  ship 
Hudson  when  she  went  to  sea,  were  at  least  some  evidence  that 
the  person  so  commanding  was  the  defendant  in  the  execution, 
^  till  another  person  was  pointed  out."  The  natural  presump- 
tion, arising  from  the  &cts,  is  that  Joseph  G.  White  went  to  sea 
in  the  ship  Hudson,  and  it  seems  to  be  very  clear  that  the  error 
in  the  charge,  for  which  the  presiding  judge  ordered  a  new  trial, 
was  one  which  materially  affected  the  plaintiiT's  recovery,  and 
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entitled  him  to  a  new  trial.  In  Long  v.  Hitchcock,  (9  C.  &P.  619), 
to  which  we  were  referred  on  the  argument,  and  which  was  an 
action  for  crim.  con,j  Lord  Abingeb  charged  the  jury  "  that  the 
plaintiff  was  to  prove  his  case  to  their  satisfaction.  That  if  he 
left  it  doubtful,  either  from  the  circumstances  which  surrounded 
it,  or  from  the  character  of  his  witness,  thej  could  not  say  that 
he  had  made  it  out."  The  peculiar  circumstances  of  that  case 
warranted  the  language  used.  The  only  witness  called  to  prove 
the  adultery  had  been  convicted  of  felony,  and  had  been  several 
times  in  prison  charged  with  various  offences ;  and,  on  crosB- 
examination,  would  not  swear  that  he  had  not  stated  that  his 
statement  was  false.  But  the  jury  were  not  told  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  bound  to  produce  clear  and  positive  proof. 

The  testimony  in  this  case,  having  been  prima  facie  suffident^ 
should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  for  their  consideration. 
Whether  it  was  sufficient  to  prove  the  departure  of  Joseph  G. 
White,  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  was  for  their  determina- 
tion. 

Order  of  special  term  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Daniel  Bidwell  v.  William  M.  Weeeb. 

A  plaintiff  in  a  district  court  has  a  right  to  discontinue  his  action  at  any  time  before 
the  cause  is  finallj  submitted. 

And  it  makes  no  difference  that  the  defendant  has  interposed  a  counter  daim,  and 
seeks  affirmative  relied 

In  an  action  for  work,  labor,  and  services,  the  defendant  answered  that  the  woHe  was 
done  under  a  special  contract,  and  averred  a  breach  of  the  contract,  and  claim 
damages  therefor.    Pending  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  asked  leave  to  withdraw 
action,  and  that  a  Judgment  of  non-suit  be  entered  against  him.    The  justioe 
fiiscd  the  application,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  defendant  for  the 
claimed. 

Hdd,  error.    It  was  the  duty  of  tlie  justice  to  have  dismissed  the  complaint  wii 
costs,  and  without  prejudice  to  a  now  action. 


i 
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Appeal  by  plaintiff  fipom  a  judgment  of  the  First  District  Court 
The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Oapron  A  Lake^  for  the  appellant 

Carpentier  A  Beach,  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — The  plaintiff  sued  to  recover  for 
work  and  labor  in  paintiog  certain  roofs  of  buildings  belonging 
to  the  defendant.  The  answer  set  up  that  the  work  was  perform- 
ed under  an  express  contract,  by  which  the  plaintiff  warranted 
that  the  painting  would  make  the  roofe  water-tight ;  that  it  did 
not  produce  that  effect ;  and  the  defendant  claimed  damages  for 
the  non-fulfilment  of  the  contract  On  the  trial,  evidence  was 
introduced  by  both  sides ;  but,  before  the  case  was  finally  sub- 
mitted, the  plaintiff  stated  that  he  should  withdraw  the  action, 
and  asked  that  a  judgment  of  non-suit  be  entered  against  him. 
The  justice  refused,  and  subsequently  gave  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  for  the  damages  claimed. 

In  this  the  justice  clearly  erred.  The  plaintiff,  at  any  time 
before  the  action  was  finally  submitted,  had  a  right  to  discontinue 
it;  and,  in  such  a  case,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  give  judg- 
ment dismissing  the  action  with  costs,  and  without  prejudice  to 
a  new  action.  See  District  (hurt  Act,  1  Laws  1857,  p.  707,  §  45; 
Gale  V.  ffoysradt,  7  Hill,  179;  Nam's  v.  Bledkhy,  3  AbboU  P.  R. 

107. 
Judgment  reversed. 


Ebwabd  H.  Lttdlow  r.  Richard  F.  Carman. 

C,  the  owner  of  a  home,  put  it  into  the  hands  of  both  G.  &  I^  broken,  for  sale, 
agreeing  to  give  a  oommiaaion  to  whichever  of  them  sold  it  One  F.  was  Intro- 
duoed  to  C.  through  tlio  intervention  of  G.,  and  looked  at  the  house;  but  notliing 
resulted  from  the  interview.     L.  aflcn^-ards  brought  F.  and  C.  together,  and  nego- 
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ti&tions  wcro  continued  bet>wcn  them  some  timo;  C.  fiiiAlljxnade  an  offer  of  aidi^ 
whicli  F.  refused  to  accept ;  the  Dcgotiationa  were  given  up,  and  L.  himself  gart 
up  attempting  to  elTeet  a  bargain  between  tbem.  Through  the  intervention  of  G., 
however,  they  were  brought  toge tlier  again,  and  a  sale  was  finally  effected  upon 
the  same  terms  which  F.  had  previously  dodined  to  accede  to. 

Heldj  that  L.  was  not  entitled  to  commissions  as  broker. 

If  a  broker  finds  a  purchaser  und  ^luts  him  in  communication  with  the  aaUer,  and 
tiie  parties  think  proper  to  take  the  matter  out  of  his  hands  and  carry  on  the  n^ 
gotiatiou  themselves,  the  broker  earns  his  commissions  if  a  sale  is  afterwardi 
effected. 

But  in  this  case  L.  could  not  be  said  to  have  found  the  purchaser.  He  merely  broaght 
parlies  together  who  had  been  together  already. 

Kor  did  ho  effect  a  sale.  The  sale  was  effected  through  the  efforts  of  G.,  after  the 
negotiations  had  been  abandoned  by  L.,  and  G.  alone  was  entitled  to  oommissioiA 

Per  IIiLTO.v.  J.,  disstnting. — Tlio  facts  proved  were  sufficient  to  make  out  a  primA 
facie  caso,  and  enough  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover.  And  the  fln(tin|rof  the 
justice  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  L.,  not  being  so  clearly  against  evideDce  as  to  mn^ 
rant  the  presumption  of  bias,  passion,  partiality,  or  obvious  miaapprehension  of 
mistake,  tho  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Appeal  by  defendaDt  from  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  Court 
The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  $800,  broker's  com- 
missions on  the  sale  of  a  house  belonging  to  the  defendant.  The 
only  question  in  the  ease  was  whether  the  sale  was  effected  through 
the  plaintiff,  or  through  one  Glentworth,  another  broker.  Judg- 
ment was  given  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full  amount  claimed| 
which  was  aflirmed  by  the  general  term  of  the  Marine  Court 
The  defendant  appealed.  The  facts  in  the  case  are  fully  stated 
in  the  opinion  of  Judge  Daly. 

C.  J.  (k  R  De  Witt,  for  the  appellant 

O.  P.  Andrews,  f&r  the  respondent 

Brady,  J. — ^I  think  the  testimony  shows  that^  altliough 
plaintiff  was  employed  to  sell,  and  introduced  the  buyer, 
purchase  was  abandoned,  and  subsequently  induced  by  Olen 
worth.     I  do  not  consider  this  a  case  of  conflict  of  evidence,  bo..'^ 
a  clear  misapprehension  or  plain  mistake  on  the  part  of  the  ju^" 
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tice  If  the  evidence  established  the  facts  that  the  plaintiff  intro- 
duced the  buyer,  and  that  the  buyer  so  introduced,  without  any 
intervening  agency,  made  the  purchase,  it  would  be  otherwise, 
even  though  a  period  should  have  elapsed  between  the  introduc- 
tion and  the  purchase,  and  the  negotiations  for  a  time  should  not 
have  resulted  in  a  sale.  Here,  as  already  suggested,  the  buyer 
abandoned  the  contemplated  purchase,  but  finally  completed  it 
through  the  instrumentality  of  Glentworth.  There  is  no  evidence 
to  show  that,  after  the  interviews  between  the  defendant  and  the 
purchaser,  consequent  upon  the  introduction  of  the  latter,  but 
which  resulted  in  nothing,  the  plaintiff  ever  did  anything  towards 
the  sale  or  a  renewal  of  the  negotiations.  Indeed,  it  appears  that 
he  did  not  know  that^the  sale  had  eventually  been  made  to  the 
person  introduced  by  him,  until  it  was  consummated.  The  case, 
therefore,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  is  a  mere  introduction  of  a 
person  desirous  to  buy,  but  unwilling  to  comply  with  the  terms 
of  sale,  and  declining  to  purchase  for  that  reason.  Although  the 
buyer  was  introduced  by  the  plaintiff  the  sale  to  him  was  effect- 
ed  by  Olentworth.    I  think  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — ^There  was  no  conflicting  testimony  in 
this  case.  That  is,  there  was  no  contradiction  as  to  the  material 
&ots,  for  Ludlow's  impressions,  or  what  he  supposed,  could  not 
alter  or  affect  the  fiicts  positively  sworn  to  by  the  witnesses  Car- 
man, Fellows,  and  Glentworth,  and  the  most  material  facts  con- 
sisted of  what  occurred  in  the  presence  of  Ludlow — such  as  the 
declaration  of  Fellows  that  he  had  given  the  matter  up,  and  Lud- 
low's statement  to  Carman  that  there  was  no  use  of  any  further 
negotiations  with  Fellows^  which  Ludlow  did  not  deny,  or  attempt 
to  qualify  or  question. 

The  £u)ts,  as  they  ^tand  uncontradicted  upon  the  evidence,  are 
as  follows :  The  defendant  Carman  had  employed  Olentworth  to 
sell  the  house,  and  Glentworth's  cards  or  bills,  directing  inquiries 
to  be  made  of  him,  had  been  on  the  house  for  three  or  four  months. 
While  Glentworth's  bills  w^re  up,  the  carpenter  of  Fellows  called 
upon  him,  Glentworth  knowing  that  he  represented  Fellows,  and 
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obtained  a  list  of  houses  whicli  Glentworth  had  for  sale,  among 
which  was  the  house  in  question ;  and  it  was  from  his  carpenter 
that  Fellows  first  learned  that  the  house  was  in  the  market 
Carman  called  upon  Ludlow  to  get  him  to  sell  the  house,  but 
Ludlow  refused  to  act  while  Glentworth's  bills  were  on  it,  and 
Carman  agreed  to  put  up  a  bill  directing  inquiries  to  be  made  of 
himself,  which  was  done  with  the  understanding  that  Ludlow 
might  offer  the  property  for  sale  as  well  as  any  other  broker, 
Curman  declaring  that  he  would  give  a  commission  to  whoever 
sold  it.     Fellows,  having  learned  from  his  carpenter  that  the 
house  was  for  sale,  obtained  Carman's  address  from  the  bill  on  it^ 
and  called  at  Carman's  office.     He  saw  Carman,  learned  from 
him  the  price,  and  Carman  went  and  showed  him  the  house ;  but 
nothing  resulted  from  the  interview.      This  took  place  before 
Ludlow  applied  to  Fellows  as  the  agent  or  broker  of  Cannan. 
Ludlow  then  sent  for  Fellows,  and  an  interview  took  place  be- 
tween him  and  Carman  at  Ludlow's  office.    Ludlow  testifies  that 
lie  introduced  them,  and  that  he  supposed,  from  the  way  in  which 
they  acted,  that  they  were  strangers.    Fellows,  however,  testifies 
that  lie  mentioned  to  Ludlow  that  he  had  seen  Mr.  Carman's 
hou^e,  and  that  Ludlow  then  told  him  that  he  had  the  selling  of 
it.     Here,  then,  is  perhaps  some  conflict,  but  if  there  is,  it  is  not 
material,  as  Ludlow's  testimony,  giving  it  its  full  scope  and  ex- 
tent, is  merely  as  to  his  impressions,  which  could  not  be  received, 
to  contradict  a  &ct  positively  sworn  to  by  both  Carman  and  Fel 
lows;  indeed,  as  mere  matter  of  impression,  it  was  no  evidence 
at  all,  for  he  did  not  state  how  they  acted,  or  what  they  said,  tc^ 
give  him  such  an  impression.    Two  interviews  occurred  betweecx 
Fellows  and  Carman  at  Ludlow's  office,  but  they  could  not  com^ 
to  terms.     Carman's  price  was  $30,000.     Fellows  wanted  ce^ 
tain  repairs  made.     Carman  considered  that  they  would  cost  five 
or  six  hundred  dollars,  as  he  told  Ludlow,  and  offered  to  throir 
off  $500,  which  was  communicated  by  Ludlow  to  Fellows,  but 
Fellows  considered  the  reduction  too  trifling,  and  would  not  bay 
except  at  $80,000,  Carman  agreeing  to  make  the  repairs.    At  this 
point  of  difference  the  parties  stood.     Ludlow  tried  to  persuade 
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Fellows  to  buy  at  Carman^s  oflFer,  telling  him  that  the  property 
was  cheap,  but  did  not  succeed  in  inducing  him,  and  Carman 
would  not  sell  upon  Fellows'  terms.  Fellows  then,  as  he  testifies, 
abandoned  all  hope  of  making  the  purchase.  At  the  last  inter* 
view  between  him  and  Carman  at  Ludlow's  office,  he  told  Car- 
man and  Ludlow  that  he  had  given  the  matter  up,  and  was  going 
to  look  elsewhere ;  and  Ludlow  told  Carman  that  there  was  no 
use  of  any  further  negotiations  with  Fellows ;  and  so  the  matter 
ended  as  respects  Ludlow's  efibrts  or  attempts  to  bring  about  a 
sale.  If  the  parties — ^that  is.  Carman  and  Fellows — ^had  come 
together  again  of  their  own  motion,  and  perfected  the  sale,  there 
would  have  been  some  color  or  ground  for  holding  that  Ludlow 
would  have  been  entitled  to  a  commission.  But  they  did  not 
They  were  brought  together  again  by  another  broker,  Glentworth. 
While  Ludlow  was  trying  to  negotiate  the  sale,  Fellows  was  re- 
peatedly at  the  office  of  Glentworth  respecting  the  purchase  of 
the  house,  or  of  others,  or  for  the  renting  of  a  famished  house. 
After  the  last  interview  between  Carman  and  Fellows  at  Lud- 
low's office,  Glentworth  met  Carman  and  brought  him  to  his, 
Glentworth's,  office,  where  he  met  Fellows,  and  negotiations  were 
resumed  for  the  purchase.  This  negotiation  was  carried  on  by 
Glentworth,  and,  after  two  interviews  at  Glentworth's  office,  the 
parties  came  to  terms,  the  bargain  was  made,  and  the  contract 
for  the  purchase  was  drawn  up  and  executed  in  the  office  of 
Glentworth. 

The  question  for  the  justice,  upon  this  uncontradicted  state  of 
£icts,  was,  who  effected  the  sale,  or  earned  the  commission,  Glent- 
worth or  Ludlow  ?  They  could  not  both  earn  it,  for,  although 
Carman  employed  them  both,  and  had  a  right  to  employ  as  many 
brokers  as  he  thought  fit,  he  had  agreed  or  promised  to  pay  a 
commission  only  to  the  one  who  effected  the  sale.  This  question 
upon  the  evidence  was  a  very  plain  one,  and  admitted,  in  my 
judgment,  of  but  one  conclusion.  Neither  Glentworth  nor  Lud- 
low were  directly  instrumental  in  bringing  Carman  and  Fellows 
together  on  the  first  interview,  but  their  first  meeting  was  brought 
about  indirectly  through  information  obtained  by  the  carpenter 
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of  Fellows  at  the  oi&ce  of  01ent>¥orth«  Tlmt  interview  ended  in 
nothing.  Carman  and  Fellows  were  then  brought  together  by 
Ludlow,  and  several  interviews  took  place  at  his  office,  which 
also  ended  in  nothing.  After  which  they  were  brought  together 
again  by  Glentworth,  and  through  him  the  sale  waa  effected. 
That  is,  the  sale  was  the  consequence  of  his  action.  It  is  true 
that,  while  the  matter  was  in  the  hands  of  Ludlow,  Fellows  offio^ 
ed  to  buy  upon  the  same  terms  that  Carman  subaequenily  sold; 
but  Carman  then  declined  to  accept  it,  and  the  matter  was  given 
up  by  Fellews,  Ludlow  himself  declaring  that  there  was  no  further 
use  in  negotiating  with  him.  Ludlow  did  all  that  he  oonld  to 
persuade  Fellows  to  accede  to  Carman's  terms^  but  without  efEoct; 
and  the  matter,  so  far  as  Ludlow's  instrumentality  and  eflbits 
intervened,  was  abandoned  and  given  up.  Ludlow  swore  that 
he  considered  that  the  matter  was  still  in  his  hands,  but  what  he 
considered  is  not  to  be  received  against  the  open  evidence  of  his 
acts—his  positive  declaration  that  there  was  no  use  in  n^otLating 
further  with  Fellows.  While  Ludlow  was  negotiating  between 
the  parties,  neither  Carman  nor  Fellows  attempted-  to  take  the 
matter  out  of  his  hands.  Fellows  considered  that  he  was  the 
person  to  treat  with,  and  Ludlow  did  what  he  could  do,  but  with- 
out  success.  Carman  had  not  employed  him  exdusivelj,  and 
Glentworth  had  a  right  to  take  the  matter  up,  and  bring  the  par- 
ties to  an  understanding  if  he  could.  All  that  we  have  ever  said 
in  these  cases  is  that,  if  the  broker  finds  the  purchaser,  and  pats 
him  in  oonununication  with  the  seller,  and  the  parties  think  pro- 
per to  ta^e  the  matter  out  of  the  broker's  hands  and  carry  on 
the  negotiations  themselves,  the  broker  eatns  his  conunisaion  it 
a  sale  is  afterwards  effected.  Here,  Ludlow  cannot  be  aedd  U> 
have  found  the  purchaaer.  He  merely  brought  parties  together 
who  had  been  already  together.  I^  after  doing  this,  he  hacL 
effected  a  sale ;  or  if  they  had  taken  the  matter  out  of  his  hand9 
and  agreed  upon  the  terms  of  sale,  he  would,  perhaps,  havo 
earned  his  commission.  But  nothing  of  the  kind  took  place.  He 
brought  them  together,  and  £iiled  to  accomplish  anything.  An- 
other broker  did  precisely  what  he  had  done,  and  succeeded  in 
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iDg  nvhat  Ludlow  bad  not  been  able  to  bring  about  I  think 
rue  mode  of  viewing  the  case  is,  as  suggested  by  Judge 
Y,  that  the  negotiation  instituted  by  Ludlow  was  abandoned 
iven  up  by  all  the  parties  to  it.  That  a  new  negotiation 
[icn  set  on  foot  by  Glentworth,  and,  though  it  resulted  in  a 
pon  precisely  the  same  terms  as  had  been  offered  by  Fel* 
in  the  negotiation  with  Ludlow,  that  it  was  nevertheless  a 
ct  and  independent  transaction,  not  proceeding  or  growing 
r  the  previous  one,  so  as  to  constitute  Ludlow  the  party 
gh  whoso  instrumentality  the  sale  was  effected.  Carman 
mployed  Glentworth  previous  to  the  negotiation  with  Lud- 
That  employment  still  continued,  and  Carman  was  justi« 
1  r^arding  Glentworth  as  the  party  through  whose  action 
de  was  finally  brought  about.  He  has  paid  Glentworth  a 
liflsion  of  $300,  and  to  sustain  this  judgment  would  be  to 
el  him  to  pay  another  commission,  which  would  involve, 
Qg  either  that  he  owed  Glentworth  nothing  for  his  final  ser- 
in the  matter,  or  was  bound  to  pay  a  commission  to  each 
ir,  a  conclusion,  I  think,  unwarranted  by  the  evidence,  and 
1,  in  my  judgment,  would  be  most  unjust.  I  therefore  agree 
Judge  Bkadt  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

LTON,  J.  (dissenting.y^The  plaintiff  sued  in  the  court  below 
over  commiflsions  for  his  services  as  broker  in  eflEbcting  a  sale 
tain  real  estate  belonging  to  the  defendant  On  the  trial,  evi« 
I  was  introduced  tending  to  show  the  employment  of  the  plain- 
le  services  performed  by  him  in  bringing  about  the  sale  of  the- 
rty,  and  their  value.  The  case  was  submitted  to  the  justice 
»ut  any  testimony  being  offered  by  the  defendant^  and  a 
dent  was  subsequently  rendered  for  the  amount  claimed, 
lefendant  appeals  upon  the  ground  that  the  judgment  is 
iry  to  the  evidence. 

is  a  sui&cient  answer  to  this  objection  to  refer  to  the- 
rities,  where  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  the  finding 
I  justice  upon  questions  of  &ct  is  to  be  treated  in  every 
::t  like  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  and,  upon  appeal,  the  judgment 
L.  IL  8 


114  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Hoeg  T.  Wade. 

will  not  be  Teversed  upon  the  ground  stated,  except  in  those 
cases  where  it  is  so  clear  as  to  warrant  the  presumption  of  bias, 
passion,  partiality,  or  obvious  misapprehension  or  mistake  on  tbo 
part  of  the  justice.  Slryker  v.  Bergeriy  15  AVend.  491 ;  Noises  v. 
Hewitt,  18  Id.  141 ;  Eastm  v.  Smilh,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  818 ;  Decker 
V.  Jaqmes,  Id.  80 ;  Needles  v.  Howard^  Id.  64 ;  Heim  v.  ]Vb^  Id. 
70 ;  MeUon  v.  SmitJi,  2  Id.  463. 

Here,  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  amounted,  in 
my  opinion,  to  at  least  prima  facie  evidence ;  and  such  as,  in 
judgment  of  law,  was  sufficient  to  establish  the  facts  which  enti- 
tled him  to  recover ;  and,  not  being  overcome,  remained  sufficient 
for  the  purpose.  Kelly  v.  Jackson,  6  Peters,  622.  It  appeared 
affirmatively  that  Ludlow  was  employed  to  sell  the  property,  and 
through  his  instrumentality  a  purchaser  was  procured  who  offer- 
ed a  price  which  the  defendant  at  first  refused,  but  afterwards 
concluded  to  accept.  It  is  true  that  Glentworth  was  entitled  to 
the  credit  of  finding  the  defendant  in  a  different  state  of  mind 
from  that  in  which  the  plaintiff  left  him,  but  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say  that  this  act  was  sufficient  to  justify  the  payment  of  the 
•entire  commissions  to  Glentworth,  and  thus  in  effect  hold  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  nothing.  It  may  have  been  a  proper 
case  for  the  defendant  interpleading  Ludlow  and  Glentworth 
respecting  the  commissioDs,  but  the  prooj^  in  my  opinion,  is  not 
•such  as  to  justify  us  in  saying  that  no  cause  of  action  was  shown 

I  think,  upon  the  whole  case^  that  the  judgment  should 
.affirmed. 

Judgment  reveiaed. 


EZEKIEL  C.  HOAG  V.  WlLLIAX  WaBK. 

H.  sned  W.  to  reoorer  for  Beirioet  rendered.    W.  interposed  a  oounter  cUim       Af 
money  loot    It  appeared  on  the  trial  that  W.  had  received  H.*!  note  for      tbtf 
amount  of  tho  loan,  which  had  been  renewed  at  maturity,  and  that  the 
nolo  was  still  in  his  possession. 
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BH  that  he  could  not  reoorer,  or  be  allowed  his  countor  claim  for  the  rouner  leut, 
without  producing  the  note  and  cancelling  it  upon  the  trial.  IT  is  mere  offer  to 
produce  it,  and  to  give  a  bond  to  protect  tho  plaintiff  from  any  suit  or  claim  baaed 
thereon,  was  not  sufllcient;  nor  did  his  production  of  tho  note  to  tho  justice,  seven 
days  after  tho  trial,  aid  his  claim  in  any  manner — tho  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
Lave  the  note  produced  and  cancelled  at  the  triaL 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  Third  District 
Court.    The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Samuel  C  Oerow^  for  the  appellant 

Samuel  Williams^  for  the  respondent 

1*3'  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — ^The  plaintiff  sued  to  recover  for  ser- 
vices rendered.  The  defendant  set  up  a  counter  claim  for  $50, 
arising  from  money  lent,  for  which,  at  the  time  of  the  loan,  the 
defendant  gave  his  note,  and  also  a  watch,  as  collateral  security. 
It  appears  that  the  plaintiff  made  application  for  the  loan  to 
the  witness  Cox,  who  was  in  the  defendant's  employ ;  and  the 
check  for  the  money  was  draw^n  by  Cox  and  signed  by  the  de- 
fendant When  the  note  became  due,  the  plaintiff  applied  to  tho 
defendant  to  renew  it,  and  he  was  told  that  *'  Cox  would  do  the 
business."  He  then  went  to  Cox  and  gave  a  renewal  note,  taking 
up  the  one  first  given. 

The  defendant  was  examined  at  the  trial  on  his  own  behalf, 
and,  upon  being  shown  the  note  first  given,  said,  he  never  to  his 
recollection  saw  it  before ;  but  added  "  I  got  a  note  of  $55, 
which  Mr.  Cox  said  Hoag  gave  him ;"  and,  in  a  subsequent  part 
<if  his  testimony,  stated  that  the  plaintiff  "gave  Cox  the  watch, 
and  Cox  handed  it  to  me  (defendant)  to  see  what  it  was  worth," 
and  "  I  have  not  got  any  note  in  my  hands  as  security." 

From  the  whole  testimony  it  is  manifest  that  Cox  acted  through- 
out the  transaction  as  the  agent  of  the  defendant^  and  the  objec- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  to  the  allowance  of  the  counter  claim,  unless 
the  renewal  note  was  produced  in  court  and  cancelled  on  the  trial, 
was  well  taken.     The  defendant's  offer  lo  procure  and  surrender 
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the  note,  and  give  a  bond  to  protect  the  plaintiff  from  any  suit 
or  claim  based  upon  it,  did  not  obviate  tbis  objection ;  and  the 
subsequent  production,  by  the  defendant,  to  the  justice,  seven 
days  after  the  trial,  of  a  note  of  the  plaintiff's,  did  not  aid  the  de- 
fence in  any  manner,  or  operate  so  as  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  ot 
his  right  to  have  the  note,  upon  which  the  counter  claim  was 
founded,  produced  by  the  defendant  on  the  trial,  and  cancelled 
upon  the  allowance  of  the  counter  claim.  Burdick  v.  Oreen,  15 
John.  247 ;  Raymond  v.  Merdiant^  8  Cow.  147 ;  Hughes  v.  Wlieeler^ 
8  Id.  77. 

For  these  reasons  the  justice  erred  in  allowing  the  counter 
claim  ;  and  the  judgment  in  &vor  of  the  defendant  most  be  re 
versed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Alexander  H.  Nones  r.  Joseph  G.  Homer  and  Austin  W. 

Otis. 

An  ogroGmont,  made  one  week  prior  to  the  let  of  Aag^ust,  1857,  to  enter  the  nervice 
of  another,  and  continue  therein  until  the  Ist  of  August,  1858,  is  an  agreement 
which,  by  its  terms,  is  not  to  be  performed  witliin  one  year  ih>m  the  makiug 
thereof,  and,  if  resting  iu  parol,  is  void. 

But  an  employer,  having  derived  a  benefit  by  the  sorvant's  part  performance  under 
sucli  a  contract,  is  liable  in  an  action  for  the  services  actually  rendered. 

And,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the  services,  the  rate  of 
compensation  fixed  by  the  agreement  should  be  regarded  as  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages 

ArPKAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Fourth  District 
Court.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  services  rendered 
to  the  defendants,  as  their  clerk,  for  the  months  of  October,  No- 
vemKr,  and  December,  1857.  The  plaintiff  testiQed  that  about 
a  week  prior  to  the  Ist  of  August,  1857,  he  made  an  agreement 
with  the  dofoiidants  to  enter  their  employ,  as  a  clerk,  at  a  salary 
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Df  $600  per  year — ^the  employment  to  last  from  the  Ist  of  August, 
1857,  to  1st  August,  1858 ;  that  he  was  paid  up  to  the  1st  of 
October,  1857,  and,  on  the  2Gth  of  that  month,  was  discharged, 
uhe  defendants  having  failed  and  made  an  assignment  on  that 
lay.  Judgment  was  rendered,  on  this  evidence,  against  the  de- 
fendants for  the  amount  claimed,  and  from  this  judgment  they 
ippealed. 

Korthrup  A  Vernon^  for  the  appellants. 

I.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  contract  on  which  the  plain- 
tiff .SL-eks  to  recover,  was  a  parol  agreement  made  about  a  week 
before  the  1st  of  August,  1857,  for  the  services  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  one  year  from  and  after  the  said  1st  day  of  August, 
1857.  It  was  therefore  an  agreement  which,  by  its  terms,  was 
not  to  be  performed  within  one  year  from  the  making  thereof; 
and  is,  for  this  reason,  void  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Ilev.  St, 
3u  eel,  vol.  II,  pt.  2,  lit.  2,  chap.  7,  §  2,  p.  195 ;  Drummond  v. 
Durrill^  13  Wend.  307  ;  Lockwood  v.  Barnes^  8  Hill,  128 ;  Droad' 
well  V.  Getman^  2  Denio,  87. 

II.  "  Although  performance  is  to  begin,  and  does  begin,  within 
the  year,  yet,  if  the  agreement  is  not  to  be  completely  executed 
wiihiii  tbat  period,  it  is  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds."  3  Hill, 
128,  supra ;  2  Denio,  87,  supra. 

E.  ]r.  Dod/je^  for  the  respondent,  cited  Young  v.  Dahe^  1  Sel- 
den,  463. 

By  the  Court,  Brady,  J. — The  respondent  claimed  from  the 
ippellants  the  sum  of  $150  for  three  months*  services  rendered 
mder  and  by  virtue  of  a  contract  made  with  them  at  the  rate  of 
^600  per  year.  The  agreement  was  by  parol,  and  was  for  a 
y-ear^s  service,  namely,  from  August,  1857,  to  August,  1858. 
The  respondent  remained  in  the  service  of  the  appellants  until 
t,he  2tith  of  October,  1857,  when  he  was  discharged  by  them.  It 
ippears,  from  the  respondent's  statement,  that  the  agreement  was 
made  one  week  preceding  ifte  \si  of  August,  1857,  but  that  it  was 
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to  continue  from  August,  1857,  to  August,  1858,  and  it  follows 
that  it  was  an  agreement  which,  by  its  terms,  was  not  to  be  per- 
formed within  one  year  from  the  making  thereof)  and  is  void. 
Wilson  v.  Martin^  1  Denio,  602 ;  Broadwell  y.  Oetman^  2  Denio, 
87 ;  Lockwood  v.  Bamea,  3  Hill,  128.  But  the  appellants,  having 
derived  a  benefit  by  a  part  performance,  must  pay  for  what  they 
have  received,  Lockwood  v.  Barnes^  supra ;  King  v.  Brown^  2 
Ilill,  485.  And,  having  agreed  as  to  the  amount  or  rate  of  com- 
pensation, in  the  absence  of  proof  as  to  the  value  of  the  services 
rendered,  the  agreement  should  be  regarded  as  the  measure  of 
damages.  See  King  v.  Brown^  supra.  The  respondent  was  paid 
up  to  the  1st  of  October,  1857,  but  remained  until  the  26th  of 
that  month.  Od  the  principles  herein  stated,  he  was  only  enti- 
tled to  recover  for  twenty -six  days  service,  at  the  rate  of  $600  a 
year,  which  amounted  to  $42.12.  The  judgment  must  therefore 
be  reduced  to,  and  affirmed  for,  that  sum,  and  reversed  as  to  the 
excess. 
Ordered  accordingly. 


Edward  Warburg  v.  Lester  Wilcox  and  others. 

To  enable  a  debtor  to  ayail  himself  of  a  compoflition  agreement  with  his  creditor,  ex- 
tondiog  the  time  of  payment  of  the  debt  sued  upon,  it  is  neceosaiy  for  him  to  Asm 
Uiat  he  bus  been  ready  at  all  times  to  perlbrm  his  part  of  the  contract 

Where  it  appears  that  the  creditor  has  agreed  to  exchange  the  debtor*8  notes,  held 
by  him,  for  new  notes  to  be  drawn  by  the  debtor  according  to  the  extension  agreed 
upon,  it  is  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  aver  and  prove  a  tender  of  the  new  notes, 
and  show  a  readiness  at  all  times  to  perform  the  agreement  on  his  part;  and  hi» 
must  bring  the  new  notes,  thus  tendered,  into  court  at  the  time  of  the  trial 

Mere  willingness,  in  such  a  case,  on  the  part  of  the  debtor,  to  g^Fe  the  new  notesv 
is  not  sufficient    They  most  be  drawn  up  and  tendered. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  CJouru, 
This  Avas  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  made  by  the  defend 


k 
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ints,  payable  to  the  order  of  Edward  Warburg  k  Co.,  and  owned 
)y  itie  plaintiff.  On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  admitted  that  he  held 
t  subject  to  any  defence  which  the  cli^fendants  might  have  against 
he  payees,  Warburg  k  Co.  To  sustain  their  defence,  which  was 
funded  upon  a  composition  agreement  by  the  payees  of  the  note 
xtending  the  time  of  payment,  the  defendants  offered  in  evidence 
he  following  agreement,  signed  by  various  creditors  of  their's, 
nd,  among  others,  by  Warburg  k  Co : 

"  We,  the  undersigned,  creditors  of  Wilcox,  Perry  k  Co.,  iA 
onsideration  of  their  inability  to  pay  their  indebtedness  at  ma- 
urity,  and  of  one  dollar  to  each  of  us  in  hand  paid,  do  severally 
.gree  to,  and  do  hereby  grant  the  said  Wilcox,  Perry  k  Co.,  an 
xtension,  upon  all  paper  or  demands  now  held  by  us,  or  either 
»f  us,  against  said  firm,  of  9,  12,  15,  18  and  21  months  from  the 
Irst  day  of  October  instant,  or  an  extension  that  shall  be  equiva 
LMit  to  that,  the  several  payments  being  fixed  to  suit  the  differ- 
in  t  parties,  so  that  the  average  time  shall  not  be  less  than  above, 
nterest  from  the  maturity  of  all  demands  to  be  added.  And  we 
lo  severally  agree  to  take  up  any  and  all  paper  of  said  firm  en- 
lorsed  by  us,  and  passed  out  of  our  hands,  and  exchange  the 
ame  for  new  paper  of  said  firm,  to  be  made  according  to  the  ex- 
ension  above  provided  for. 

"  Witness  our  hands  and  seals,  this  12th  day  of  October,  1857." 

There  was  no  proof  that  the  defendants  had  ever  tendered  to 
Varburg  k  Co.  the  extension  notes  referred  to  in  the  agreement 
t  appeared,  by  the  testimony  of  one  of  the  defendants,  that  they 
ffered  to  give  them,  but  that  Warburg  k  Co.  declined  to  receive 
[lem ;  but^  on  cross-examination,  he  testified  that  the  notes  were 
ot  drawn  at  the  time  the  offer  was  made.  Judgment  was  ren- 
ered  lor  the  plaintifi^  which  was  affirmed  at  the  general  term  of 
be  Marine  Court.    The  defendants  appealed. 

IV.  Z.  Lamedj  for  the  appellants,  contended  that,  by  the  terms 
if  the  agreement,  the  time  of  payment  of  the  notes  in  suit  was 
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absolutely  and  unconditionallj  extended ;  and  cited  Allen  y.Jq- 
quiah,  21  Wend.  628 ;  JSddi/  v.  Ghraves,  23  Wend.  82. 

C  Bainhridge  Smith,  for  the  respondent. 

I.  The  answers  of  the  defendants  set  up  no  valid  defence  to 
the  notes  on  which  these  actions  are  brought  The  answers  are 
insuflBcient ;  they  do  not  allege  either  a  tender  of  the  renewed 
notes,  or  a  readiness  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  give  them. 

1.  Even  where  a  tender  has  been  made,  it  is  necessary  to  plead 
it.    1  ChittyonPl.479. 

2.  So,  where  a  debtor  tenders  his  creditors  securities  for  the 
payment  of  his  debt  in  consideration  of  having  time  for  payment^ 
"  tlic  defendant  must  not  only  plead  that  he  has  always  beeo, 
and  still  is,  ready  wilh  the  money,  or  thing  tendered,  but  it  must 
also  be  in  court  on  the  trial."  Brooklyn  Bank  v.  Degi-aw^  23  Wend. 
342,  345,  and  cases  cited. 

3.  Tlie  reason  is,  that  the  creditor  is  entitled,  at  all  events,  to 
the  thing  tendered.    Id ;  2  Kent's  Comm.  509. 

4.  AH  the  cases  hold,  that  if  the  terms  of  the  composition 
agreement  be  not  exactly  followed  out  by  at  least  a  tender  of  the 
substituted  securities  at  the  very  day,  the  creditor  is  remitted  to 
his  original  rights,  and  the  onus  lies  with  the  defendant  tu  prove 
such  performance.  Fellows  v.  Stevens,  24  Wend.  302 ;  Oughton 
v.  TroOer,  2  Nev.  &  W.  71 ;  Bolson  v.  Arnold,  10  How.  Pr.  630 ; 
Rosling  v.  Mugger idge,  16  M.  &  W.  181. 

5.  And  where  no  time  is  set  for  the  debtor  to  give  the  substi- 
tuted securities,  they  must  be  tendered  within  a  reasonable  time. 
Id.  The  composition  deed  was  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  between 
the  12th  and  20th  of  October,  1857 ;  and,  although  some  of  the 
creditors  had  received  their  substituted  notes  before  the  com* 
mencement  of  this  action,  none  were  ever  tendered  to  the  plainti£ 

Hilton,  J. — ^This  action  is  upon  a  promissory  note  made  by 
the  defendants  to  their  own  order,  and  transferred  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  defence  was  that  the  plaintiff,  with  other  creditors  of  tho 
defendants,  had  signed  a  composition  deed,  whereby  it  was  agreed. 
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that  the  time  for  payment,  on  all  llie  notes  held  by  the  parties 
signing,  should  be  extended  9,  12,  lo,  18  and  21  mouths,  and 
that  this  time,  or  any  part  thereof,  had  not  expired.  Ou  the  trial, 
the  composition  deed  was  put  in  evidence,  and  from  which,  aided 
by  the  testimony  of  the  defendant  Wilcox  rcsj)ecting  liis  action 
under  it,  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the  creditors  signing  agreed 
to  exchange  the  paper  then  held  by  them  of  the  defendants,  for 
new  notes,  to  be  drawn  by  the  defendants  according  to  the  exten- 
sion so  agreed  on. 

The  agreement  being  somewhat  obscure  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  extension  was  to  be  effected,  we  are  permitted  to  con- 
strue its  language  by  referring  to  the  acts  of  the  defendants  under 
it ;  and  these,  as  already  remarked,  clearly  show  that  the  nature 
of  the  compromise  the  parties  intended  to  make,  was  as  stated. 

To  enable  the  defendants,  therefore,  to  avail  themselves  of  any 
defence  to  this  action  arising  out  of  the  agreement,  it  was  neces- 
sary for  them  not  only  to  plead  and  prove  tender  of  the  new 
notes  which  were  to  be  so  exchanged,  but  also  aver  readiness  at 
all  times  to  perform  their  part  of  the  contract,  and  bring  the  new 
notes  thus  tendered  into  court  at  the  trial.  3  Black.  Com.  803 ; 
2  Kent's  Com.  509 ;  Brooklyn  Bank  v.  Degraw,  23  Wend.  342, 345. 

This  was  not  done.  It  is  true,  the  defendant  Wilco-c  testified 
that,  at  the  time  when  the  plaintiff  called  at  his  store  on  this  sub- 
ject, he  "  offered  him  his  notes  upon  the  time  provided  in  the 
extension  agreement,  which  he  dechned  to  receive."  But  he 
subsequently  adds  that  he  had  not  the  notes  drawn  at  the  time 
he  made  the  offer. 

As  we  have  seen,  this  was  not  sufficient.  By  the  agreement, 
— 08  interpreted  by  the  defendants,  and  by  their  action  under  it, — 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  new  notes,  at  all  events ;  and,  to 
malie  the  defence  set  up  available,  the  defendants  were  required 
to  have  them  in  court  on  the  trial,  ready  for  delivery. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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John  0.  Woodbuff  and  others  v.  The  Coiucercial  Mutual 

Insurance  Company. 


A  policy  of  marl  DO  iusurance  contaiaed  a  provisioa  (in  the  memorandum  clauso)  that 
all  gooda  wore  '*  warranted  by  the  iusured  free  from  damage  or  iojury  from  damp- 
ncas,  change  of  flavor,  &c.,  except  caused  by  actual  contact  of  sea  water  with  the 
articles  damaged,  occasioned  b}'  sea  perils."  A  cargo  of  grain,  shipped  in  ono 
bulk  under  this  policy,  was  damaged— ouo  portion  by  actual  contact  with  sea 
water,  aud  an  other  portion  by  dampness  or  sweat  communicated  from  that  part 
of  the  cargo  which  was  actu:illy  wet 

Jldd^  that  the  insured  were  entitled  to  recover  for  all  the  damage  done  by  the  con- 
tact with  sea  water,  whether  causc-d  by  immersion  in  the  water,  or  by  dampnea 
communicated  to  the  upper  portion,  from  contact  of  aea  water  with  the  lower 
portion. 

A  policy  of  marine  insurance  contained,  in  the  body  thereof)  a  clause  in  manuscript 
making  *- grain  subject  to  average  if  damaged  ten  per  cent"  The  printed  memo- 
randum clause  annexed  to  the  policy  warrant(*d  "grain  free  from  average,  unloss 
general;"  and  further  warranted  it  "free  from  damage  or  injury  from  dampness 
change  of  llavor,  Ac,  except  caused  by  actual  contact  of  sea  water  with  the  arti- 
cles damaged,  occasioned  by  sea  perihi." 

Ilddj  that  the  eScct  of  the  policy  was  to  insure  against  loss  on  grain  Bubject  to 
average,  if  damaged  ten  per  cent;  but  with  the  warranty  that  it  should  be  free 
from  damage,  except  by  actual  contact  with  sea  water. 

llcid,  therefore,  that  the  insured  could  not  recover  for  damage  to  the  grain  insured, 
resulting  from  effluvia  arising  from  putrid  hides,  which  formed  part  of  the  lading 
of  the  vessel    Bradt,  J.,  dissented. 

Where  an  instrument  is  partly  written  and  partly  printed,  the  maauBoript  portioai 
must  control 


This  cause  came  before  the  general  term  on  a  verdict  for  plain* 
tiflfe,  taken  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  questions  of 
law  reserved.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  upon  a  policy 
of  insurance  made  by  defendants.  This  policy  covered  shipments 
already  made,  and  others  to  be  made,  by  plainti£&,  and  reported 
to  the  company,  and  endorsed  by  them  on  the  policy.  Among 
the  shipments  thus  endorsed  on  the  policy,  were  7,658  sacks  of 
wheat,  mentioned  as  having  been  ship{^  from  New  Orleans  for 
New  York  by  the  ship  Toulon. 
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It  appeared,  on  the  trial,  that  some  of  the  sacks  of  wheat  had 
sen  damaged  by  actual  contact  with  sea  water;  others  had  been 
imaged  by  dampness  or  sweat ;  and  others,  again,  by  stench  and 
Quvia  from  hides,  which  formed  part  of  the  lading  of  the  vessel, 
id  bad  beoome  putrid. 

The  defendants  conceded  their  liability  for  so  mucb  of  the 
:uin  as  had  been  damaged  by  actual  contact  with  sea  water,  and 
Ley  had  made  payment  for  this  before  the  trial.  But  they  con* 
}ndcd  that,  on  the  true  construction  of  the  policy,  they  were  not 
able  for  either  the  grain  damaged  by  dampness  or  sweat,  or  for 
lat  damaged  by  the  stench  from  the  putrid  hides^  The  judge 
irected  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $10,159.98,  principal  and 
iterest,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general  term  on 
le  liability  of  the  defendants  under  the  policy. 
The  clauses  of  the  policy  important  to  the  determination  of  the 
oestions  raised,  are  quoted  at  length  in  the  opinion  of  Brady,  J. 


Luiher  JZL  Manh^  for  the  plaintifib. 
William  D.  Booth  and  Francis  B.  Ouiting^  for  defendants. 

Bradt,  J.  This  is  an  action  on  a  marine  policy  of  insurance, 
Bued  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintifib,  on  7,658  sacks  of  wheat, 
bipped  at  New  Orleans,  on  board  the  ship  Toulon,  in  Decem- 
er,  1855.  The  evidence  showed  that  some  of  the  sacks  of 
rheat  had  been  in  actual  contact  of  sea  water,  shipped  in  heavy 
reather,  or  admitted  through  leaks  occasioned  by  severe  gales. 
le  question  presented  is  one  of  construction,  as  will  appear 
ereafier. 

The  policy  is  partly  printed  and  partly  in  writing.  By  the 
rinted  memorandum,  so  designated  in  the  policy,  it  is  agreed, 
mong  other  articles  therein  enumerated,  that  grain  is  warranted 
y  the  assured  "  free  from  average,  unless  general,"  and  also 
free  from  damage  or  injury  from  dampness,  change  of  flavor, 
r  being  spotted,  discolored,  musty,  or  mouldy,  except  caused 
y  actual  contact  of  sea  water  with  the  articles  damaged,  occa* 
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sioned  by  sea  perils,"  And  fiirtlicr,  "  that,  in  case  of  partial  loss 
by  sea  damage  to  dr3'  goods,  cutlery,  or  other  hardware,  tlic  leas 
shall  be  ascertained  by  a  separation  and  sale  of  the  poriiori  only 
of  the  contents  of  the  packages  so  damaged,  and  not  oihcnvise, 
and  thai  the  same  practice  shall  obtain  as  to  all  other  merchan- 
dise?, as  far  as  practicable."  By  the  written  part  of  the  policy, 
on  the  first  side  or  pnge  thereof,  and  having  priority,  in  the  order 
of  the  agreements,  over  the  printed  memorandum  and  warranty, 
it  is  declared  as  follows :  "  'J'his  policy  is  also  to  cover  such  other 
shipments  as  the  company  may  ap])rove  and  endorse  hereon. 
Grain,  provisions  in  bulk,  and  each  ten  hogsheads  of  tobacco,  in 
the  order  of  the  invoice,  subject  to  average,  if  damaged,  twenty 
per  cent,  on  the  river  passage,  or  ten  jxjr  cent,  on  a  sea  passage.** 
It  was  conceded  that  the  grain  harl  been  damaged  by  actual  con- 
tact with  sea  water,  on  sea  passage,  ten  per  cent,  and  the  de- 
fendants have  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  amount  of  damage  arising 
from  such  actual  contact  of  sea  water  in  its  original  state,  but 
refuse  to  pay  for  the  damage  beyond  that,  insisting  that,  under 
the  warranty,  they  are  not  responsible,  notwithstanding  the  wri^ 
ten  agreement  in  reference  to  grain  herein  recited. 

It  is  said,  in  Phillips  on  Insurance,  (1  Vol.,  §  124),  that  the 
predominant  intention  of  the  parties,  iu  a  contract  of  insurance, 
is  indemnity,  and  that  this  intention  is  to  be  kept  in  view  and 
fiiYored  in  putting  a  construction  upon  the  policy.  It  is  also  a 
rule  well  established,  in  the  construction  of  instruments  consist- 
ing of  a  printed  form,  that  the  words  superadded  in  writing  are 
entitled  to  have  greater  efTect  attributed  to  them  than  the  printed 
words,  and  may  supersede  them,  inasmuch  as  the  written  words 
are  the  immediate  language  and  terms  selected  by  the  parties 
themselves  for  the  expression  of  their  meaning.  1  Phil,  on  Ins., 
§  125,  and  cases  cited.  It  is  also  said,  in  Tarsons  on  Contracts, 
(Yol.1,  p.  28),  that  what  is  printed  is  intended  to  apply  to  a  large 
class  of  contracts,  and  noC  to  any  one  exclusively ;  that  the  blanks 
are  left  purposely,  that  the  special  statements  or  provisions  should 
be  inserted  which  belong  to  this  contract,  and  not  to  others,  and 
thus  discriminate  it  from  others.     And  further,  (page  29),  that 
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t  is  rcasouable  to  sup]:osc  that  tho  nttcntion  of  the  parties  was 
3iore  closily  given  lo  tliosc  phrases  which  they  themsjlvcs 
'elected,  and  which  express  the  especial  particular  of  their  own 
:on tract,  than  to  those  more  general  expressions  which  belong 
Lo  all  contracts  of  this  class.  In  an  action  on  a  charter  part}*, 
where  a  printed  and  written  clause  related  to  the  same  subject, 
Oaeley,  Ch.  J.,  in  deciding  the  question  of  construction  sub- 
mitted, said  that  the  written  clause,  in  accordance  with  a  familiar 
principle,  must  govern  the  construction  of  tho  agreement  Wei- 
wr  V.  Maiiland^  3  Sand.  S.  C.  R  818. 

The  written  agreement  in  reference  to  grain,  in  the  policy 
under  consideration,  is  utterly  iuconsistent  with  the  printed 
agreement  which  relates  thereto — ^the  former  determining  the 
defendants'  liability,  if  the  damage  is  equal  to  ten  per  cent  on 
a  sea  passage,  in  which  case  the  grain  is  subject  to  average ;  and 
the  latter  absolving  them  from  liability,  unless  the  average  is 
general.  The  former  must  therefore  prevail,  on  the  principles 
stated,  unless  there  is  something  in  the  policy  which  restricts  or 
controls  it 

The  questions  which  present  themselves  at  this  stage  of  the 
inquiry  are,  Did  the  assured  warrant  the  grain  free  from  average, 
unless  caused  by  actual  contact  of  sea  water ;  and,  if  he  did, 
where  docs  such  warranty  appear?  I  have  given  to  this  branch 
of  the  case  all  the  consideration  in  my  power  to  bestow,  and  it 
is  mj  opinion  that  the  assured  gave  no  such  warranty.  Grain 
was  not)  by  the  specific  agreement  in  writing,  warranted  free 
from  damage,  unless  the  average  was  general;  nor  was  that 
the  understanding  or  agreement  of  the  parties.  It  is  true,  that 
the  word  grain  occurs  in  the  printed  memorandum  or  warranty, 
but  it  is  equally  true  that,  in  the  agreement  to  which,  in  that 
connection,  it  is  immediately  allied,  namely,  a  warranty  from 
damage,  unless  general,  it  is  utterly  repugnant  to  the  unques- 
tioned understanding  of  the  parties,  that  the  grain  would  be  sub- 
ject to  average,  if  damaged  ten  per  cent  on  a  sea  passage.  From 
this  it  follows,  that  the  word  grain,  employed  where  it  is  in  the 
printed  warranty,  must  be  disregarded ;  and,  as  it  docs  not  ap- 
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pear  in  any  other  connection  with  the  warranty,  that  it  should  be 
held  to  have  been  excepted  therefrom.  It  also  follows,  that 
there  is  no  warranty  in  relation  to  grain,  and  no  exception  in 
reference  thereto,  absolving  the  defendants  from  liability  for 
damage,  save  only  that  it  shall  not  be  subject  to  average,  unless 
damaged  ten  per  cent,  on  a  sea  passage. 

Words  of  exception,  used  by  underwriters  in  a  policy  of  in- 
surance, to  exempt  them  from  general  liability,  are  to  be  con- 
strued most  strongly  against  them,  (Story  on  Contracts,  3d  ed., 
7G1;  1  Duer,  note  2,  page  211);  and,  where  doubt  arises  in  the 
construction  of  language,  the  presumption  must  be  in  favor  of 
the  assured,  as  the  language  is  that  of  the  underwriter,  (1  Phil- 
lips' Ins.  698,  §  1163);  and  the  contract,  as  one  of  indemnity,  is 
to  be  liberally  construed  in  favor  of  the  assured,  (1  Duer,  161, 
§§  2,  5).  To  construe  the  warranty,  in  this  case,  in  favor  of  the 
defendants,  would  bo  to  extend  it  to  an  article  not  named  in  it 
in  any  connection  within  the  intention  of  the  contracting  parties, 
and  to  give  the  defendants  the  benefit  of  an  exception  which  the 
immediate  language  emplo3'cd  by  the  parties  would  necessarily 
repudiate.  It  is  my  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  defendants  are 
liable  for  all  the  damage  to  the  grain,  such  damage  having  been 
occasioned  by  a  peril  of  the  sea.  Jfaniozd  and  oiliers  v.  The  Lon' 
don  Assurance  Co,^  4  Eng.  Law  k  Eq.  R  500. 

Assuming,  however,  that  the  warranty  extends  to  thegrain,  and 
that  the  defendants  are  liable,  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  assumption 
suggested,  warranted  the  grain  free  from  damage,  or  injury  ''from 
dampness,  change  of  flavor,  or  being  spotted  or  discolored,  musty 
or  mouldy,  except  caused  by  actual  contact  of  sea  water  with  the 
articles  damaged,  occasioned  by  sea  perils."  It  might,  perhaps^ 
be  sufficient  to  say,  in  reference  to  this  clause,  that  the  damage 
in  this  case  appears  to  have  been  occasioned  partly  by  actual 
contact  of  sea  water,  partly  by  heat  or  sweat  generated  or  caused 
by  the  action  of  the  sea  water  on  the  grain  in  the  lower  part  of  the 
vessel,  and  partly  by  fetid  odors,  arising  from  the  action  of  aea 
water  on  the  hides  used  in  stowing  the  cargo ;  and  that  none  of 
these  causes,  nameh^,  heat,  sweat,  or  fetid  odors,  being  expressly 
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designated  in  the  warranty,  they  are  not  coyered  by  it,  and  the 
defendants  are  absolved.  But  I  propose  to  consider  the  opera- 
tion of  the  clause  in  question  in  its  broadest  view,  as  presented 
by  the  defence.  It  is  conceded,  as  before  stated,  that  a  damage 
of  ten  per  cent  to  the  grain  was  occasioned  by  actual  contact  of 
sea  water,  and  it  appears  abundantly,  assuming  heat  or  sweat  to 
be  either  dampness  or  to  have  caused  a  change  of  flavor,  musti* 
ness,  or  mouldiness,  that  the  water,  so  in  contact  with  the  grain, 
was  the  eaiua  eausans^  and  damaged  the  balance,  excepting, 
however,  therefrom  that  portion  which  was  injured  by  fetid 
odors  arising  from  the  action  of  the  water  on  the  hides.  The 
damage  was,  therefore,  in  the  language  of  the  warranty,  caused 
by  actual  contact  of  sea  water  with  the  articles  damaged.  If  the 
correct  construction  of  the  warranty  be,  that  the  whole  bulk  of 
the  article  damaged  shall  be  so  damaged  by  actual  contact  of  sea 
water  in  its  original  state,  then  the  specifications  in  the  warranty 
of  dampness,  change  of  flavor,  or  being  spotted,  discolored,  musty, 
or  mouldy,  are  entirely  superfluous,  and  tlie  agreement  must  be 
held  to  be,  "  warranted  free  from  damage  or  injury,  unless  caused 
by  actual  contact  of  sea  water,"  because  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that,  under  the  warranty,  whatever  the  character  of  the  injury 
may  be  which  results  from  actual  contact  of  sea  water,  whether 
dampness  or  mouldiness,  or  change  of  flavor,  it  is  one  for  which 
the  defendants  would  be  chargeable.  These  words,  dampness, 
change  of  flavor,  or  being  spotted,  discolored,  musty  or  mouldy, 
can,  therefore,  have  no  other  purpose  or  effect  than  to  enlarge 
the  undertaking  of  the  underwriters  to  pay  for  injuries  arising 
fiom  those  causes,  or  either  of  them,  occasioned  by,  or  resulting 
from,  actual  contact  of  sea  water  with  some  part  of  the  article 
insured  and  damaged ;  and  this  is  the  construction  which  I  adopt 
of  the  clause  in  question,  assuming  that  it  is  applicable  to  the 
assured,  which  I  do  not  admit  I  think  it  may  also  be  said  with 
equal  force,  as  matter  of  construction,  founded  on  the  principles 
already  stated,  that  if  part  of  the  article  insured  be  submerged, 
or  immersed  in  sea  water,  occasioned  by  a  peril  of  the  sea,  and 
the  sea  water  be  communicated  indirectly  by  absorption,  or 


128  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Woodruff  V.  Commercial  Mutual  Iuil  Co. 

zsakes  its  A^ay,  upon  anj  other  principle  of  natural  philosoph;*, 
from  the  arliclo  so  wet  to  any  part  of  the  same  article,  the  con- 
tact contemplated  by  the  policy  is  created ;  or,  in  other  worda^ 
if  a  portion  of  the  article  insured  be  damaged  by  actual  contact 
of  sea  water  in  its  original  or  fluid  state,  and  other  portions  of 
the  article  insured  be  damaged  by  any  cause  occasioned  by  such 
contact,  that  the  defendant  would  be  liable  under  the  warnmtj 
contained  in  the  policy  secured  by  the  defendants.  It  is  mj 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  defendants  are  liable  for  the  damage 
.  shown  to  have  been  occatdoned  by  the  actual  contact  of  sea  water 
with  grain,  and  for  the  damage  resulting  therefrom,  on  the  as- 
sumption that  the  warranty  applies  to  the  assured. 

It  is  my  opinion,  however,  for  the  reasons  heretofore  giyeoi 
that  the  sea  water  clause  is  inapplicable  to  the  insured,  and 
that  he  is  entitled  to  judgment  for  the  amount  found  by  the  juxji 
with  interest 

Ingkahah,  First  Judge. — I  concur  with  Judge  Brady  in  the 
opinion,  that  where  part  of  the  wheat  was  damaged  by  actual 
contact  with  sea  water,  and  the  residue  was  damaged  by  damp- 
ness in  consequence  of  such  actual  contact  of  part  with  sea  water, 
that  the  plaintifls  are  entitled  to  recover  for  such  damage,  both 
from  actual  contact,  and  the  dampness  to  the  residue  arising  from 
such  contact 

The  warranty  is  free  from  damage  from  dampness,  change  of 
flavor,  color,  &c.,  except  caused  by  actual  contact  of  sea  water 
with  the  articles  damaged.  The  dampness  referred  to  in  the 
warranty,  Ls  dampness  to  the  article  when  it  has  not  come  in  con- 
tact with  the  water.  Where  such  contact  has  taken  place,  the 
insured  are  entitled  to  recover  for  all  the  damage  done  by  such 
contact  with  sea  water,  whether  caused  by  immersion  in  the 
water,  or  caused  by  dampne^  communicated  to  the  upper  portion 
from  the  contact  with  sea  water  of  the  lower  portion. 

But  I  do  not  concur  in  that  construction  of  the  policy,  by 
which  the  article  of  grain  is  to  be  considered  as  stricken  from 
the  warranty  by  reason  of  the  written  portion  of  the  policy, 
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which  makes  grfdn  subject  to  average  if  damaged  ten  per  cent. 
on  the  sea  passage. 

By  the  printed  part  of  the  policy,  grain  is  free  from  average 
unless  general.  This  is  to  be  controlled,  by  the  written  portion 
of  the  policy,  so  as  to  read  according  to  such  written  portion  of 
the  policy ;  and  the  warranty  then  applies  to  it  in  the  amended 
form,  80  that  the  policy  will  insure  the  plaintiffs  against  loss  on 
grain  subject  to  average,  if  damaged  ten  per  cent  on  the  sea 
voyage,  but  with  the  warranty  that  it  should  be  free  from  dam- 
age except  by  actual  contact  with  sea  water. 

As  some  of  the  damage  in  this  case  was  occasioned  by  the 
smell  from  the  hides,  the  defendants  are  not,  under  any  construe* 
tion  of  the  policy,  liable  therefor.  The  amount  of  such  damage 
does  not  appear,  by  the  case,  distinct  from  the  other  damage, 
and  a  new  trial  may  be  necessary,  unless  the  parties  agree  to  a 
reference  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  damage,  excluding  the  por- 
tion Bo  injured. 

Dalt,  J.,  ooncurred. 

New  trial  ordered — costs  to  abide  the  event,  unless  the  parties 
agree  to  refer  the  case  to  a  referee  to  compute  the  amount  of 
damages,  as  suggested  in  the  opinion  of  the  first  judge.  [1] 


[I]  This  case  was  dedded  at  Aogost  torm,  185Y,  by  Ivgbabam,  first  Judge,  aud 
Dalt  and  Bradt,  associnte  Judges ;  but  was  not  reported  in  its  order  as  to  dativ 
because  the  parties  agreed  to  a  reference,  and  the  case  was  again  brought  before  the 
court  upon  an  appeal  ftom  the  decision  of  the  referee.  It  was  therefore  deemed 
desirable  to  have  the  whole  case,  with  the  decisioDs,  reported  in  connection. 
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John  O.  Woodruff  and  others  v.  The  Commercial  Mutual 

Insurance  Company. 

In  an  action  upon  a  marino  policj  of  insarance,  a  yerdict  having  been  rendered  ftr 
the  plaintiff,  sabjcct  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  goneial  term,  the  court,  after 
arg^iment,  granted  an  order  setting  aside  tlie  verdict,  and  ordering  a  new  trial, 
uuU'ss  the  parties  would  consent  to  a  reference  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  dam- 
ages sustained  bj  tlio  plainiiti,  exclusive  of  those  arising  from  a  cause  held  by  the 
court  not  to  be  within  the  terms  of  the  policy.  The  parties  consented,  aud  a  refl^ 
encc  was  ordered  accordingly.     Held^ 

I.  That  the  defendants,  by  their  consent,  waived  theh:  right  to  a  new  trial  before  a 
jufy,  and  that  the  final  judgment  of  the  court  at  general  term  was  reserved  until 
the  coming  in  of  the  referee's  report 

ill.  That  his  report  should  be  regarded  in  the  same  manner  as  a  special  finding  i/a 
Jury,  and  ought  not  to  be  set  aside  unless  it  was  against  the  dear  wdgfat  of  eii- 
deuce,  and  the  preponderance  in  favor  of  the  unsuccessful  party  was  so  great  ts 
to  lead  to  the  conclusion  not  only  that  injustice  had  been  done,  but  that  the  find- 
ing must  have  been  the  result  of  passion,  prejudice,  undue  bias,  or  corruption. 

III.  That  it  was  for  the  dofendants  to  show  affirmatively,  on  such  reference^  the 
extent,  character,  and  amount  of  the  injuries  which  resulted  from  the  cause  held 
by  the  court  not  to  be  within  the  terms  of  the  policy;  and,  that  the  referee  ha?* 
ing  found,  as  matter  of  fact,  that  no  appreciable  damage  was  caused  thereby,  and 
his  report  not  being  so  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evidence  as  to  ju^ify  tiie 
court  in  setting  it  aside  upon  that  account,  it  was  properly  confirmed,  and  jud^ 
ment  for  the  ploititif!;  fbr  the  full  amount  of  his  daim,  was  correct 

Appeal  by  defendants  frora  an  order  confirming  a  referee's 
report,  and  from  judgment  entered  thereon.  The  facts  in  this 
case,  and  the  way  in  which  it  came  before  the  oourt^  axe  folly 
stated  in  the  opinion. 

William  D.  Booth^  for  the  appdlanta. 

Luther  It,  Marshy  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J.— The  defendants  insured  a  quanti^ 

of  wheat  in  sacks  shipped  to  the  plaintiflEs  on  board  a  vessel  from 
New  Orleans  to  New  York.  With  the  wheat  wa»  stowed  a  quan- 
tity of  hides,  and,  on  the  voyage,  the  wheat  was  damaged  and 
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the  hides  were  rotted  by  reason  of  sea  water  flowing  intov^,^^!^- 
of  the  vessel.  The  defendants  admit  that  2,250  bushels  of  w1 
were  damaged  by  a  sea  peril  sgainst  which  they  insured  to  the" 
amount  of  $4,490.17,  and  for  which  they  have  paid.  But  the 
phdntiiTs  claim  that  7,658  sacks  of  wheat  were  thus  damagol ;  and 
this  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  difference  between  the  alleged 
actual  damage  and  the  amount  so  admitted. 

At  the  trial,  before  Judge  Bkady  and  a  jury,  this  sum  was,  by 
consent,  ascertained  to  be  $10,159.98,  and  for  which  a  verdict 
was^  likewise  by  consent,  directed  to  be  taken  for  the  plaintiffs, 
Bubjt'Ct  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general  term  upon  the  ques- 
tions of  law  reserved  as  to  the  liability  of  the  defendants  under 
a  ocrtaijQ  clause  in  their  policy  termed  the  "sea  water  clause." 

The  court  at  general  term  was  of  opinion  that  the  defendants, 
under  this  clause,  were  liable  for  all  damage  arising  from  actual 
contact  of  the  wheat  with  sea  water,  whether  caused  by  immer- 
sion, or  by  dampness  communicated  to  the  upper  tiers  of  wheat 
from  the  contact  with  sea  water  of  the  lower  portion.  But  as  it 
seemed  to  the  court,  from  the  evidence  at  the  trial,  that  part  of 
the  damage  claimed  arose  from  the  effluvia  emitted  by  the  de- 
cayed hides,  and  for  which  damage  the  defendants  were  not  lia- 
ble under  their  policy,  a  new  trial  was  ordered,  and  the  verdict 
so  taken  set  aside,  unless  the  parties  would  consent  to  a  reference 
to  ascertain  the  amount  of  damage,  exclusive  of  the  portion  so 
injured.  The  parties  subBcquently  consenting,  a  reference  wa& 
ordered.  The  effect  of  this  was  that  the  defendants  waived  their 
right  to  a  new  trial  before  a  jury,  and  the  final  judgment  of  the 
cx>urt  at  general  term  was  reserved  until  the  coming  in  of  the 
referee's  report. 

Upon  the  xeferenoe,  many  witnesses  were  examined  on  both 
sides,  and  from  their  testimony  the  referee  found,  and  determined 
us  matter  of  fiust,  that  the  smell  and  stench  from  the  decayed  hides 
did  not  materially,  or  to  any  appreciable  extent,  affect  any  of  the 
wheat  except  such  as  was  in  the  lower  tier  of  sacksi  and  which 
came  in  contact  with  the  hides,  and  did  not  extend  beyond  the 
wheat  with  which  the  sea  water  came  in  contact^  and  for  which 
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Jc^  >^  /      /'  toe  defendants  thereto,  was,  by 

**-$■/     /  rec'jed  to  be  heard  at  the  snecial 

'  ^5  vas  ordered  that  it  be  confirmed, 

it  for  the  amount  of  the  verdict 
ent  the  defendants  appeal,  and  the 
>D  bring  the  case  before  the  court  at 
gon*..  ordination  and  judgment^  pursuant  to 

the  direction  .  trial,  except  that  the  court  ia  now  aided 

b V  t Le  detenninaiiN.  .he  referee  upon  the  question  of  &ct  which 
the  parties  consented  to  submit  to  his  decision,  rather  than  go  to 
a  new  trial  before  a  jurj. 

The  defendants  ask  that  the  report  of  the  referee  be  set  aside 
as  being  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence  before  him,  that  the 
juJgrr.ent  be  vacated,  and  a  new  trial  ordered  of  all  the  issues  in 
the  causa  before  a  jury. 

Tlic  report  of  the  referee  must  be  regarded  in  the  aame  manner 
as  a  special  finding  of  a  jury,  and  ought  not  to  be  set  aside  unless 
it  is  against  the  clear  weight  of  evidence,  and  the  preponderance 
in  favor  of  the  defendants  so  great  as  to  lea  J  to  the  conclusion 
not  only  that  injustice  has  been  done,  but  als-D  that  the  finding 
must  have  been  the  result  of  passion,  prejudice,  undue  bia<,  or 
corruption.     Graham  on  New  Tri:ds,  452 ;  Jackson  v.  Loomis,  12 
Wend.  27;  DilUn  v.  Murphy^  3  Sand.  S.  C.  19;  Keelery,  Fireman's 
I/t.^.  Co.,  2  Hill,  250;  Eaton  v.  Benton,  2  Id.  576;  CMins  v.  Albany 
and  .^henectady  /?/?.,  12  Barb.  492 ;  Lee  v.  Schmidt,  6  Abbott's  P. 
R.  18o.  But,  on  looking  into  the  evidence  taken  before  the  referee, 
BO  fur  from  being  led  to  any  of  these  conclusions,  we  think  that 
it  fully  sustains  his  finding;  and,  although  it  is  true  that  several 
of  the  witnesses  have  modified  their  views  respecting  the  cause  of 
the  damage,  as  expressed  on  the  trial,  yet  they  stand  entirely 
unim[>eached — and  the  most  that  can  be  said  of  them  is^  that  the 
rufleciion  they  have  given  to  the  subject  has  not  been  beneficial 
to  the  defendants'  view  of  the  case ;  besides,  it  should  be  borne  in 
mind  that,  at  the  trial  before  the  jury,  they  were  only  called  upon 
to  testify  generally  as  to  the  cause  of  the  damage,  and  their  atten- 
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tioQ  was  not  directed  to  the  effect  which  resulted  from  sach  par- 
ticular cause.  When  thej  were  afterwards  questioned  &s  to  this 
before  the  referee,  they  not  only  explained  the  entire  subject  of 
the  damage,  but  did  it  so  satisfactorily  as  to  convince  us  that  the 
verdict  does  not  include  damages  resulting  from  the  effluvia  of 
the  decayed  hides. 

BcaiJos,  it  was  for  the  defendants  to  show  affirmatively,  before 
the  referee,  the  extent,  character,  and  amount  of  the  ii\juric8  which 
resulted  from  this  smell  or  stench.  They  failed  to  do  so;  and, 
surely,  it  cannot  be  expected  that,  upon  another  trial,  the  same 
witnesses  would,  upon  further  reflection,  vary  their  last  testi- 
mony. There  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  justify  such  an  expecta- 
tion, and  we  see  no  reason  for  withholding  from  the  plaintifEs  a 
judgment  for  the  full  amount  of  their  verdict. 

Judgment  accordingly. 


Ebnest  Jacobs  v.  Coknblius  G.  Kolft  and  Ghablbs  T. 

PSRSUHK. 

Tho  pbintifll  a  broker,  being  promiwd  a  tpecified  oommiasioD  for  eflbcting  a  f  ale  of 
segars,  procaied  an  offer  of  $3.50  per  thousand  on  credit  of  aix  months,  or  $3.00 
per  thousand  cash,  which  he  communicated  to  hia  principala.  They  refused  to 
■oU  under  $3.80.  He  then  procured  an  offer  of  $3.60  cash ;  but^  before  he  had 
oommouicated  it  to  his  principals,  another  broker  had  procured  an  offer,  from  the 
same  porcbaaera,  of  $3.37  cash,  and  they  had  accepted  it. 

Bddf  I.  That  the  plaintiff  had  not  earned  his  commissions. 

O.  That  when  the  price  or  limit  of  $3.80  per  thousand  was  fixed,  it  was  equivalent 
to  contracting  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  commissions  agreed  on,  when  he  effected  a 
sale  at  that  price. 

IIL  Tlie  contract  being  special,  unless  a  sale  was  effected  acoording  to  its  temu^ 
no  action  could  be  maintained  upon  it 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  Court 
The  action  was  brought  to  recover  brokerage  claimed  by  plain- 
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tiff  under  a  special  cor-tract.  On  the  trial,  judgment  was  ren- 
dered in  faForof  the  plaintijl^  which  was  affirmed  by  the  general 
term  of  the  Marine  Court  The  defendants  appealed.  The  tgiCts 
out  of  which  the  claim  arose,  and  the  contract  relied  upon,  aie 
fuiiv  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

/'.  if.  Tillou,  for  the  appellauu 

F.  S.  Stallknechi^  for  the  respondenta 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — ^The  plaintiff  was  employed 
by  the  defendants^  as  a  broker,  to  .sell  segars,  of  which  the  defend- 
ants had  a  million  on  hand — the  defendants  agreeing  to  give  him 
one  and  a  half  per  cent  commission  on  sales.  The  plaintiff  took 
samples,  but  effected  no  sales — telling  the  defendants,  some  time 
after,  that  other  houses  gave  bim  more  brokerage,  and  that,  there- 
fore, he  gave  iheni  the  preference.  The  dcfenJants  then  agreed 
to  give  him  25  cents  per  thousand  brokerage.  No  limit  as  to 
price  was  fixed  by  the  defendants,  which  left  it  optional  with 
ilicm  to  accept  or  reject  such  offers  as  he  might  bring  them.  lie 
brought  them  an  offer  for  the  segars,  from  Ruhl,  Von  Keller  k  Co., 
of  $3.00  a  thousand  cash,  or  $3.50  on  their  note  ai  nx  months^  which 
the  defendants  declined,  telling  him  that  they  would  not  take  less 
than  $3.80  a  thousand  cash.  A  limit  or  price  having  now  been 
fixed,  their  contract  with  the  plaintiff  as  a  broker,  amounted  to 
an  engagement  to  pay  him  25  cents  a  thousand  for  effecting  sales 
at  $3.80  a  thousand.  It  was  a  special  contract,  and  unless  the 
plaintiff^  according  to  the  terms  of  it,  effected  a  sale  at  $3.80  a 
thousand,  he  could  maintain  no  action  upon  it  against  the  defend- 
ants. The  plaintiff  then  procured  another  offer  from  Ruhl,  Vod 
Keller  &  Co.  of  $3.50  cash ;  but,  before  he  had  communicated  it 
to  the  defendants,  another  broker,  having  heard,  in  the  market; 
that  the  defendants  had  the  segars  for  sale,  and  having  seen  BuliI, 
Von  Kell^•r  &  Co.,  went,  with  an  offer  from  them  of  $8.87  cash, 
to  the  dofendants,  for  the  entire  lot,  which  the  defendants  accep^ 
c'l,  paying  this  broker  a  commission  of  12^  cents  uix)n  the  thou- 
sand. 


i 
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Upon  this  state  of  facts,  it  is  sufficient  tQ  say  that  the  plaintiff 
did  not  accomplish  what  he  undeiiook — ^the  sale  of  any  portion 
of  the  segars  at  the  stipulated  price ;  and  did  not,  therefore,  earn 
the  commission  or  brokerage  agreed  upon.  The  defendants  were 
not  obliged  to  wait  until  he  brought  them  such  an  offer,  but  were 
at  liberty  to  sell  tlie  segars  at  any  price  they  thought  proper. 
The  plaintiff  had  brought  them  an  offer  from  Ruhl,  Von  Keller 
&  Co.,  at  $3.50  upon  a  credit  of  six  months,  which  they  declined; 
and  they  did  not  sell  to  that  house  afterwards  upon  such  terms, 
but  at  $3.37  cash  for  the  entire  lot,  which  they  may  have  re- 
garded, and  which  may  have  been,  a  more  favorable  offer.  It 
does  not  even  appear,  from  the  testimony,  that  any  of  the  previ- 
ous offers  of  Ruhl,  Von  Keller  &  Co.,  made  through  the  plaintiff, 
were  for  the  whole  lot ;  and,  for  all  that  we  know,  it  may  have 
been  that  the  offer  of  $3.37  cash  for  the  entire  lot  was  a  higher 
and  better  offer  than  any  which  Suhl,  Von  Keller  &  Co.  had 
previously  made.  But,  however  that  may  have  been,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  put  our  decision  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  accomplish  what,  by  the  special  contract  entered  into,  he 
undertook  to  do ;  and  that,  thereforei  he  had  no  action  upon  it. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Abraham  Dbucker  v.  William  Pattebbon. 

Tbia  ooort  will  not  grant  a  rehearing  of  an  appeal,  upon  an  affidavit  which  merelj 
diowB  that,  on  the  first  hearing,  the  counael  for  the  appellant  was  not  duly  pre 
psrtd  to  aigue  the  cause,  and  therefore  entertaina  the  belief  that  the  court  did 
not  fliUy  understand  the  questions  involved  in  tlie  case. 

Nor  does  such  an  affidavit  show  any  ground  for  allowing  an  appeal  to  the  Court  ol 
Appeals,  in  a  cause  commenoed  in  a  district  court 

Motion  for  a  rehearing  of  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  a  dis- 
trict court,  or  for  other  and  further  relief,  &c.     The  affidavit  of 
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George  Carpenter,  the  appellant's  counsel  on  the  former  hearing 
of  this  case,  showed  that  he  had  been  led  to  believe  the  argument 
of  the  appeal  would  go  off  for  the  term,  by  consent ;  and,  in  con- 
sequence, did  not  make  due  preparation  for  the  argument 
That,  on  the  day  when  the  cause  was  first  reached,  he  was 
engaged  in  another  court,  and  respondent's  counsel  applied  to 
take  his  default,  but  the  court  reserved  the  cause  until  the  next 
morning,  upon  condition  that  he  should  then  come  in  and 
argue  it.  That  he  was  thus  compelled  to  argue  the  cause  the 
next  day,  without  points,  and  wliile  unprepared.  He  further 
stated  his  belief  that  the  court  did  not  fully  understand  the  cause 
upon  the  argument 

Oeorge  Carpenter  and  Augusttis  F.  Smithy  for  the  motion. 

Nicholson  P.  O^Brien^  opposed. 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — The  ground  upon  which  we 
are  asked  to  grant  a  rehearing  in  this  case,  or  for  an  order  allowing 
an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  is  that  the  defendant's  counsel 
was  not  duly  prepared  to  argue  it,  and  that  he  believes  that  this 
court  did  not  fully  understand  the  case  upon  the  argument  As 
respects  the  ground  that  this  court  did  not  fully  understand  the 
case  upon  the  argument,  we  have  merely  to  say  that  our  belief 
upon  that  subject  is  not  the  same  as  that  of  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel ;  and,  as  to  the  point  that  he  was  not  as  fully  prepared,  upon 
the  argument,  as  ho  thinks  he  ought  to  have  been,  we  have  to 
say  that,  afler  reperusing  the  case  upon  this  motion,  with  tho 
benefit  of  all  the  light  that  he  has  been  able  to  shed  upon  it,  now 
that  he  has  fully  prepared  himself,  no  new  view  of  it  has  reached 
us;  and  we  should  not  feel  justified  in  sending  a  case  to  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  in  respect  to  which  there  is  not,  in  our  judg- 
mcnt,  either  question,  doubt,  or  difficulty. 

Motion  for  re-argument  denied,  with  costs. 


J 
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Pierre  Francois  Renaud  and  others  v.  Edwin  Peck  and 

OTHERS. 

A  piirdiader  of  goods  is  not  bound  to  return  thenif  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  dAroages 
for  a  breach  of  warrantj.  He  may  claim  dumnges  in  an  action  against  him  for 
the  prioo,  and  his  defeoco  will  not  bo  barred  bj  the  oontinued  possossion  of  the 
goods;  by  delay  in  giving  notice  to  the  vender;  nor  even  by  omitting  altogether 
to  give  such  notice,  and  using  or  selling  the  property. 

Where  sofficient  and  competent  proof,  on  a  question  of  value,  was  before  the  jury, 
their  verdict  will  not  be  set  aside  for  an  error  of  the  judge  in  allowing  witnesses 
to  state  their  opinions  on  the  subject,  unless  there  are  strong  probable  grounds 
to  believe  that  the  merits  of  the  question  were  not  fully  and  fairly  tri^d,  and  that 
injustice  has  been  done. 

Proof  of  the  amount  for  whicli  goods  sell  at  auction,  is  admissible  as  a  circumstance 
to  bo  considered  on  the  question  of  value ;  but  it  is  neither  conclusive,  nor  in  gen- 
eral sufficient,  without  other  proot 

In  an  action  for  the  price  of  ribbons,  where  defendants  relied  on  the  fact  that  tlie 
goods  were  of  an  unmerchantable  quality :  Jleld^  that  it  was  not  necessary  that 
defendants  should  have  unrolled  each  of  the  cartons  on  which  the  ribbons  were 
pot  up,  to  ascertain  the  character  of  every  yard ;  but  it  was  sufficient  that  they 
unroUed  a  number  of  cartons,  and  that  all  those  examined  were  found  to  be  un- 
jMirt^aiitaMft 

Appeal,  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  upon  a  verdict  The 
actioa  was  brought  to  recover  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  It 
appeared  that,  on  October  Sd,  1854,  the  defendants  oixlered  fix>m 
the  plaintifib  seventy-six  cartons  of  black  velvet  ribbons,  to  be 
procured  by  plaintifGs  from  Fnance.  The  written  memorandum, 
given  by  defendants  when  ordering  the  goods,  specified  the  quan- 
tity and  description  of  ribbons  desired,  but  was  silent  as  to  qual* 
ity.  It  appeared,  however,  that  in  the  oral  negotiations  attending 
the  order,  it  was  agreed  that  the  ribbons  '^  were  to  be  of  good 
quality.''  The  plaintifib  undertook  that  *'  they  should  come  out 
first  rate  goods-— equal  to  steamboat  brand." 

On  the  arrival  of  the  goods,  they  were  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ants, who  inspected  them,  in  the  usual  way,  by  opening  the  cases 
and  examining  the  exterior  of  the  cartons  as  they  laid  in  the 
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T'.':  ^r;r^f;.^  li  r^nfy-iU'tzi?.  upon  the  appeal  aroee  upon  the  admis- 
.i•.io•i^  fA  nvi'lf'j.fy:  r;S[)OC'.ing  th-i  value  and  marketable  qoalitvof 
t!.  ■,  /.IZ/O.H,  aiii  arc  faliy  .set  out  in  the  opiaion  of  the  court 
Kx'i'TfiJioriH  ;iI-,o  were  takon  to  the  charge  of  the  judge,  but  it  is 
rirjr»'/:' M-fi.ry  t/i  frjf.-r  to  them  here,  as  the  opinion  sufficiently  spe- 
c'AifH  thf.ir  nature. 

C,  llaifihrlfl/f'i  SiaiUi^  for  the  appellants. 

I.  It  ■^'arliii;^  the  contract  as  an  executory  one,  the  plaintifls 
\\i\w\uy[  »o|rl  luirl  rleli  vcred  the  goo<ls  on  the  23d  of  February,  1857; 
{iri'l  til".  'i'^'ii'lariU,  having  retained  them  until  the  latter  part  of 
till!  iri<»!il,li  r»f  May  following,  without  offering  to  return  them,  or 
I'i .  ill  ri'.firc,  of  tlicii'  ^luH'ct,  murfl  bu  presumed  as  having  waived 
nil  m1.}    ■»i.>iis  to  th"  ^of)(^  jiiid  a^jquiesced  in  their  quality.   liar 
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gtms  ▼.  SUme,  1  Seld.  R  78-86 ;  Ehj  v.  O'Leary,  1  E.  D.  Smith  R. 
355 ;  Mailer  v.  Eno^  8  Duer  R  421 ;  Howard  v.  Ilovey^  23  Wend. 
R  850 ;  Uari  y.  Wright,  17  Id.  277 ;  Dichtcm  v.  J(yrdan,  11  Ired. 
R  166;  GrimaJdi  v.  WAite,  4 Esp.  95 ;  Milner y.  Tucker,  1  Car. & 
P.  15,  (11 E.  C.  L.  R  800) ;  Street  v.  Blay,  2  B.  &  Aid.  456,  (22  E. 
C.  L.  R  122) ;  2  Kent's  Com.  480 ;  Chitty  on  Cont  (8th  Am.  ed.) 
405.  1.  The  defendants  had  a  reasonable  time,  after  the  sale  and 
delivery  <^  the  goods,  to  examine  and  return  them;  and  the 
question,  what  was  a  reasonable  time  for  them  to  do  so,  is  one 
of  law.  Ely  V.  O^Leanj,  supra;  2  Parsons  on  Cont  190;  Kings' 
ley  V.  Wolli9,  14  Maine  R  57 ;  Ilolbrook  v.  Burt,  22  Pick.  R  546 ; 
Rogan  v.  Gunther,  11  Gill  &  J.  472.  (a)  The  defect  could  have 
been  discovered  by  the  unrolling  of  a  single  piece,  and  that  would 
not  have  been  inconvenient ;  nor  would  the  inspection  of  all  have 
been  impracticable;  but  in  such  case  an  examination  is  not  dis- 
pcnsed  with,  but  applies  only  **  where  goods  are  sold  before  llieir 
arrival  or  landing."  Hart  v.  Wright,  17  Wend.  276.  (6)  The 
defendants  should  have,  immediately  upon  receiving  the  goods, 
examined  them,  and  not  waited  three  months,  and  then  only  dis- 
cover their  inferiority  after  they  had  sold  about  half  of  them 
The  time  is  unreasonable.  Hargous  v.  Stone,  1  Seld.  73-86-92, 
and  cases  above  cited.  2.  The  court  charged  the  jury  that  "  the 
principal  point  in  this  caso,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  defendants 
were  concluded  by  the  length  of  time  that  had  elapsed  befoi-c 
they  discovered  the  <lefect,  or  by  their  not  offering  to  return  all 
that  they  had  received.**  The  judge  said  that,  in  his  view  of  the 
law,  they  were  not — to  which  the  plaintiflfe  excepted.  This  rul- 
ing is  in  direct  conflict  with  all  the  authorities  upon  the  subject 
Hargous  v.  Stone,  1  Seld.  73-92  ;  Ely  v.  (fLeary,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
355,  and  cases  cited  above,  (a)  As  to  what  constitutes  "reasona- 
ble time,"  in  law,  for  a  vendee  to  examine  goods  sold  and  deliv- 
ered to  him  under  an  executory  contract,  see  Hargous  v.  Stone, 
supra,  (b)  No  breach  of  warranty  is  set  up,  nor  fraud  imputed 
to  the  plaintifis;  and,  if  both  were  alleged  and  proved,  they 
would  only  apply  to  latent,  not  patent,  defects.  Sdiuyler  v.  Rusa^ 
2  Cai.  202 ;  Wright  v.  Hart,  18  Wend.  449 ;  Hargous  v.  Stone,  1 
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Seld.  86 ;  Chanton  v.  Hopkins,  4  M.  tc  W.  899 ,  Howard  v.  Hocy^ 
23  Wend.  350 ;  Voorhees  v.  Harl,  2  Hill,  288. 

II.  Between  the  time  the  goods  were  ordered,  and  a  reasonable 
time  to  examine  them  after  they  were  delivered,  the  contract  was 
executorj ;  but^  when  the  "  reasonable  time  "  elapsed,  the  con* 
tract  was  executed.  "  An  executed  contract  is  one  in  which  the 
object  of  the  contract  is  performed."  Fktclier  v.  Peck,  6  Crauch, 
136 ;  Story  on  Cont,  §  15 ;  cases  above  cited.  1.  The  defend- 
ants' having  had  the  goods  in  their  possession  for  three  months, 
and  having  sold  a  large  portion  of  them,  is  conclusive  evidence 
of  acquiescence  and  acceptance.  2.  Ifthe  contract  was  executed, 
and  not  executory,  it  is  immaterial  what  the  goods  or  their  value 
were.  The  rule  caveat  emptor  applies.  Seixas  v.  Wood,  2  Cai.  R 
48 ;  Swett  v.  Colgate,  20  J.  R  196 ;  Wdali  v.  Carter,  1  Wend.  185- 
189,  and  cases  above  cited. 

III.  The  defendants  failed  to  prove  the  defence,  as  alleged  in 
their  answer.  The  defence  set  up  is,  that  on  or  about  the  23d  of 
December,  1857,  the  plaintiff  sent  to  the  defendants  a  case  of 
velvet  ribbons,  alleging  the  same  to  be  in  fulfilment  of  an  order 
previously  given ;  that  the  defendants,  within  a  reasonable  time 
thereafter,  upon  inspection  of  said  velvet  ribbons,  discovered  that 
the  same  were  of  a  y&cy  interior  quality  and  material ;  that  the 
defendants,  immediately  upon  ascertaining  the  said  quality  and 
condition  of  said  case  of  velvet  ribbons,  rescinded  their  contract 
to  purchase,  and  offered  to  return  said  ribbons  to  the  plaintiff 
1.  The  allegation  of  the  defendants,  rescinding  the  contract,  is 
properly  set  up ;  but  there  can  be  no  rescission  of  a  contract  un- 
less the  parties  can  be  placed  in  statu  quo.  Voorhees  v.  Earl,  2 
Hill,  288-297 ;  Fisher  v.  Conant,  8  K  D.  Smith,  199 ;  KimbaU  v. 
Cunningham,  4  Mass.  50. 

lY.  It  was  in  the  power  of  the  defendants  to  show  what  dam- 
ages they  sustained,  and,  not  doing  so,  the  maxim  omnia  proBsu- 
muntur  contra  spolicUarum  applies.  Armory  v.  Delamere,  1  Strange, 
604;  1  Smithes  L.  C.  151 ;  Clunnes  v.  Perry,  1  Camp.  8,  and  n.; 
BeUy.Frankis,4:U,&QTA'i6;  48  E. C. L. R 234 ;  Lobby.Sian* 
ley,  5  Q.  R  574 ;  48  E.  C.  L.  R  572. 
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Shea  dt  Richardson^  for  the  respondents. 

I.  This  was  an  executory  contract,  and  the  rule  ^^caveat  emptor'^ 
has  no  ap[)lication.  Howard  v.  Iloey^  23  Wend.  351-2  ;  Chantoii 
V.  Hopkins^  4  M.  &  W.  899;  Addison  on  Cont  228;  Mutter  w,  Eno, 
14  N.  Y.  K.  (4  Kernan)  610. 

II.  A  gross  and  deliberate  fraud  was  practiced  in  the  manu- 
facture of  the  ribbons,  and  the  purchaser,  in  such  case,  provided 
he  act  without  unreasonable  delay  after  discovering  the  fraud, 
has  the  right  to  rescind,  and  return  the  goods  ;  or,  in  an  action 
for  the  price,  he  can  give  in  evidence  the  real  market  value  of 
the  article  in  reduction  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  Mutter  v.  UnOj 
14  N.  Y.  R.  (4  Kernan)  598,  and  authorities  cited  under  the  4th 
point 

IIL  The  notice  to  the  plaintifib,  and  offer  to  return,  was  suffi- 
cient in  time,  and  as  to  the  amount  of  goods.  1.  It  was  done  the 
moment  the  fraud  practiced  was  discovered.  2.  The  defendants 
offered  to  do  all  that  the  nature  of  the  case  permitted,  under  the 
circumstances. 

lY.  The  measure  of  damages^  in  such  case,  is,  the  difference 
between  the  value  of  the  goods,  if  they  had  corresponded  with 
the  order,  and  their  actual  value.  Voarhees  v.  JEarl,  2  Hill,  288 ; 
Cary  v.  Oruman^  4  Id.  625 ;  MulUr  v.  Eno^  cited  above,  604 ; 
Addison  on  Cont  265-6;  Howard  v.  Hoey^  28  Wend.  353. 
1.  Whether  *'  reclamations  "  had  been  made  upon  the  defendants 
bj  the  purchasers,  or  not ;  and  the  prices  or  circumstances  attend- 
ing the  sales,  by  the  defendants,  to  third  persons ;  are  not  proper 
matters  of  inquiry  in  this  action.  Midler  v.  Eno^  supra^  and  cases 
cited.  2.  The  defendants  offered  to  show  what  proportion  of  the 
ori^nal  cost  was  realized  by  the  sale  of  the  goods.  The  plain- 
tif&  objeoted.    4  Demo's  Sep.  292. 

Y.  The  amount  of  the  verdict  is  not  less  than  the  evidence 
justifies.  The  plaintifib  offered  no  evidence  as  to  the  value  of 
the  goods,  but  merely  that  the  market  price  of  velvet  ribbons 
(and  other  goods)  had  fiiUen  about  one-third  since  these  goods 
were  sent  to  the  defendants ;  and  this  was  done  with  the  view 


142  COURT  OF  COMMOX  TLEAS. 

Renaud  y.  Peck. 

of  having  an  additional  reason  wby  they  did  not  take  back  the 
goods. 

By  the  Court,  Brady,  J. — There  was  evidence  given,  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  tending  to  prove  that  the  ribbons  ordered 
by  the  defendants  were  to  be  of  "  good  quality,"  that  "  they  were 
to  come  out  first  rate  goods,"  '*  equal  to  steamboat  brand ;"  and, 
upon  the  questions,  whether  that  was  the  agreement^  and  whether 
the  ribbons  delivered  corresponded  with  the  order  given,  the  jury 
Lave  found  for  the  defendants.  Upon  the  trial,  it  was  insisted 
that  if  the  defendants  wished  to  avail  themselves  of  any  breach 
of  warranty,  they  should  have  returned  the  ribbons,  or  have 
offcjred  to  do  bo,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  their  delivery; 
and  the  cause  seems  to  have  been  tried  on  the  theory  that,  by 
law,  such  duty  was  imposed  upon  the  defendants.  The  plaintifi 
have  no  reason  to  complain  of  any  rulings  upon  that  theory.  It 
was  favorable  to  them,  but  it  is  not  the  law  applicable  to  such 
contracts  as  that  proved  herein,  and  the  rights  thoit  flow  from 
them.  In  this  case,  no  fraud  was  charged  upon  the  plaintiflfs 
personally,  they  not  having  manufactured  the  goods ;  and  in 
cases  where  there  is  no  fraud,  and  no  agreement  that  the  goods 
may  be  returned,  it  is  doubtf\il  whether,  on  account  of  the  breadi 
of  an  express  warranty,  the  purchaser  lias  a  right  to  reecind  the 
sale  and  return  the  goods.  But,  if  the  right  does  exists  arising 
upon  warranties,  express  or  implied,  it  is  well  settled  that  the 
purchaser  is  not  bound  to  exercise  it  He  may  claim  damages 
in  an  action  against  bim  for  the  price,  and  his  defence  will  not 
be  barred  by  the  continued  possession  of  the  goods ;  by  circum- 
stances  of  delay  in  giving  notice  to  the  vendor;  nor  even  by 
omitting  altogether  to  give  such  noticCi  and  using  or  aelling  the 
property.  MulUr  v.  Eno^  4  Keman,  602 ;  Waring  v.  Ma$on^  18 
Wend.  425 ;  Boorman  v.  Jofinson,  12  Id.  566. 

The  defendants  were  therefore  entitled  to  recoup  the  damages 
sustained  by  them,  on  account  of  the  difference  in  quality  between 
the  article  ordered  and  that  delivered.  The  doctrine  of  eaiMai 
emptor  has  no  application  to  a  case  like  this.     The  agreement 
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was  executory.  The  goods  were  not  within  the  view  of  the 
bayer,  but  were  to  be  forwarded,  {Howard  v.  Hoei/,  23  Wend. 
851-2;  Story  on  Sales,  §§  869,  871;  2  Kent's  Comm.  480; 
Jffdler  T.  JSno,  supra^  610)  ;  and  the  right  of  the  defend- 
ants to  damages  cannot  be  defeated  by  the  application  of  that 
principle  of  law.  The  defence  set  up  having,  then,  been  well 
interposed,  and  the  objections  to  its  general  character  being  dis- 
posed  ot,  it  remains  to  be  determined  whether,  for  certain  excep- 
tions taken  on  the  trial,  a  new  trial  most  be  ordered. 

The  first  exception  to  which  our  attention  was  called,  was 
taken  to  the  following  question :  ''What  efiEect  would  it  have  had 
upon  the  saleableness  of  the  ribbons  to  have  unrolled  each  carton?" 
The  evidence  proposed  to  be  elicited  by  this  question,  and  given 
by  the  witness,  was  wholly  immaterial.  The  defendants  were 
justified  in  unrolling  some  of  the  cartons,  but  they  were  not  com- 
pelled to  do  it;  and  there  was  therefore  no  element  against  their 
defence  which  they  were  thus  obliged  to  anticipate.  But,  as  we 
shall  see  hereafter,  the  admission  of  this  evidence,  though  impro- 
per, furnishes  no  reason  for  granting  a  new  trial.  The  plaintiffs 
also  duly  excepted  to  the  decision  of  the  judge  in  allowing  the 
following  questions  to  be  put  and  answered,  namely:  ''What  were 
those  goods  worth,  to  sell  at  that  period,  to  a  person  knowing 
what  they  were  ?"  "  What,  in  your  opinion,  would  they  have 
brought  in  open  market,  with  a  knowledge  of  their  condition  ?" 
"  What  would  they  be  worth  to  any  person,  to  use  ?"  It  may  be 
said,  I  think,  with  great  propriety,  that  the  goods,  about  which 
the  opinion  of  the  witness  was  thus  asked,  were  not  a  merchanta- 
ble article,  having  been  manufactured  out  of  the  ordinary  mode, 
and  with  a  view  to  practice  a  Ihtud  upon  the  buyer,  whoever  he 
might  be ;  that  it  was  not  possible  to  establish  a  general  market 
value  of  such  &brics,  and  that  their  value  necessarily  depended 
upon  circumstances  about  which  the  opinion  of  a  dealer  was  in- 
competent and  unreliable.  I  think,  however,  that  the  testimony 
was  immaterial.  The  first  and  second  inquiries  tended  to  show 
that  the  ribbons  would  be  worth  nothing;  and  the  answer  to  the 
third  inquiry  was  that  "they  would  be  worth  about  twenty-five 
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per  cent,  of  the  cost  price,"    There  was,  however,  abundant  evi- 
dence in  the  case,  on  the  subject  of  value,  elicited  by  the  question 
put  to  the  witness  Benjamin,  as  follows :  "  How  much  less  were 
those  goods  worth,  than  they  would  have  been  if  they  had  been 
a  first  rate  merchantable  article  T'    And  this  question  embraced 
the  measure  of  damages,  which  is  the  difference  between  the  value 
of  the  goods  if  they  had  corresponded  with  the  warranty,  and 
their  actual  value.    Under  such  a  state  of  facts^  to  induce  the 
granting  of  a  new  trial  for  an  error  of  the  judge,  there  shoudd  be 
strong  probable  grounds  to  believe  that  the  merits  have  not  been 
fully  and  fairly  tried,  and  that  injustice  has  been  done.     Crary  v. 
Sjprague  Jk  Curew,  12  Wend.  41 ;  Mitdiell  v.  Ilinman^  8  Wend.  672; 
De  Peyster  v.  Col.  Ins.  Co.^  2  Caines,  90 ;  Hmd  v.  BurriU  ^  aL^5 
John.  138;  Supervisors  of  Cheiiango  v.  Birdaall^  4  Wend.  458; 
Clement  v.  Brooh^  13  New  Hamp.  32 ;  Prince  v.  S/iepard^  9  Pick. 
176.    In  addition  to  this,  it  may  be  said  that  no  exception  appears 
to  have  been  taken  to  the  statement  of  the  rule  of  damages,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  offered  no  proof  on  the  subject  of  value.    The 
case  does  not,  on  the  whole  evidence,  present  strong  grounds  to 
believe  that  the  cause  was  not  fairly  disposed  of  on  the  merits^ 
so  far  as  the  plaintiff  is  concerned,  or  that  injustice  has  been  done. 
Nor  does  it  appear  that  the  opinion  of  the  witness  Peck,  though 
improperly  admitted,  either  misled  or  improperly  influenced  the 
jury.    The  plaintiffs,  therefore,  are  not  within  the  doctrine  of  the 
rule  stated,  and  are  not  entitled  to  relief  for  the  cause  assigned. 
Fanner^s  and  Manuf.  Bank  v.  Whinjleld,  24  Wend.  419. 

The  plaintifis  also  objected  to  the  prooi^  by  the  witness  Peck, 
of  what  some  of  the  ribbons  brought  upon  a  sale  at  auction ;  and, 
the  proof  being  received,  excepted  to  the  ruling  of  the  Judge  in 
that  respect.  Proof  of  the  amount  for  which  goods  sell  at  auc 
tion,  is,  as  I  understand  the  rule,  admissible  as  a  circumstance  to 
be  considered  on  the  question  of  value ;  but  that  it  is  neither  con- 
clusive, nor  probably  sufficient,  without  other  evidence.  There 
being  other  evidence  in  this  case,  the  exception  is  not  available^ 
nor  were  any  of  those  already  mentioned ;  and  this  brings  us  to 
the  consideration  of  the  exceptions  to  the  charge. 
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The  first  exception  is  to  that  part  of  the  charge  in  which  the 
judge  asserted  "  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  vendees  to  un- 
roll every  carton,  to  ascertain  wliat  was  the  character  of  every 
yard  of  ribbon/'  It  has  already  been  stated  that  the  defendants 
were  not  bound  to  perform  that  ceremony.  We  were  not  fur- 
nished, upon  the  argument,  with  any  principle  or  authority  to 
the  contrary.  The  defendants,  if  they  chose  to  rely  on  the 
assumed  fact  that  the  cartons  not  unrolled  corresponded  with 
those  unrolled,  might  do  so.  It  affected  the  question  of  evidence, 
but  their  relations  to  the  plaintifib  imposed  no  such  duty  as  that 
suggested  by  the  exception.  The  charge  was  therefore,  in  this 
respect,  correct. 

The  next  exception  is  "  to  the  ruling  distinguishing  this  case 
from  any  other  sale  of  goods,  upon  the  ground  of  the  fraud  prac- 
ticed in  the  fabrication  of  the  article."  The  exception  is  too  gen- 
eral, and  cannot  be  considered. 

The  plaintiff  also  excepted  to  the  statement  of  the  judge  that 
"  $1,500  worth  of  the  ribbons,  it  would  appear  from  the  state- 
ment of  Mr.  Peck,  were  sold  at  private  sale,  on  which  the  defend- 
ants realized  fiffy  cents  on  the  dollar."  The  exception  was  not 
well  taken.  The  judge  did  not  incorrectly  state  the  testimony 
of  Mr.  Peck.  It  will  appear,  from  the  statement  of  Mr.  Peck, 
that  be  so  said ;  and  of  that  statement,  the  jury  were  to  judge  for 
themselves.  At  best,  it  was  but  saying  to  the  jury,  ''It  would 
seem,  from  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Peck,  that  $1,500  were  sold,"  &c» 
ITiis  form  of  comment  upon  evidence  has  never  been  the  subject 
of  exception,  and  there  is  no  authority  to  sustain  an  exception  to  it. 

The  remaining  exceptions  all  relate  to  the  theory  heretofore 
commented  on,  by  which  it  was  assumed  that  the  defendant 
could  not  retain  the  ribbons  and  recoup  his  damages.  The  charge 
was  more  £ivorable  to  the  plaintiff,  in  this  respect^  than  was  re- 
(juired  by  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  such  oases,  and  the  plain* 
tiff  has  no  cause  to  complain. 
Judgment  affirmed. 
Vol.  II.  10 
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Isaac  Green  Pearson  v.  Danforth  W.  Fiske. 

As  a  general  rule,  an  appellate  court  will  never  interfere,  upon  a  question  of  &c^ 
with  the  finding  of  the  tribunal  before  whom  the  witnesses  were  examined,  and 
whose  appropriate  and  special  duty  it  is  to  pas3  upon  questions  of  fact  that  must 
bo  determined  upon  conflicting  testimony. 

The  only  exceptions  to  this  rule,  are : 

I.  That  they  will  reverse  for  the  want  of  evidence. 

XL  Or  when  the  verdict  or  finding  is  against  evidence,  in  respect  to  which  there  is 
no  contradiction  nor  conflict 

m.  And,  in  extreme  cases,  although  there  may  bo  some  conflict  or  contradiction  in 
the  testimony,  when,  after  full  and  carcfVil  deliberation,  they  are  convinced  that 
the  verdict,  finding,  or  report,  must  have  been  induced  by  partiality,  prejudice,  or 
corruption,  or  was  the  result  of  an  obvious  mistake. 

Gases  in  which  tlie  court  will  interfere,  upon  the  latter  ground,  are  very  rara 

An  objection  to  a  qiiestiou  that  it  is  leading,  Is  not  available  upon  appeal,  onlea 
that  was  ppcciflcally  stated  as  the  ground  of  objection  upon  the  triaL 

It  is  a  matter  resting  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  referee,  whether  he  will  alloir 
a  party  to  be  recalled  as  a  witness  at  the  dose  of  the  case. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  the  re- 
port of  a  referee.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  services 
rendered  by  the  plaintiff,  as  steward  and  bookkeeper  of  the  din- 
ton  Place  Hotel.  The  referee  found  for  the  plaintiff  $200,  and 
the  defendant  appealed  mainly  on  the  ground  that  the  report  was 
against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

Emerson  Je  Pridiard^  for  the  appellant 

F.  H.  Upton^  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — After  a  careful  perusal  of 
the  testimony,  we  are  of  opinion  that  we  cannot  interfere  with 
the  finding  of  the  referee  upon  the  question  of  fact.  Upon  the 
three  questions  in  issue— ^r«^  Whether  the  plaintiff  entered  into 
a  special  agreement  to  serve  as  steward  and  bookkeeper  at  the 
same  rate  of  compensation  that  he  had  received  from  Tallmadge? 
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second^  Whether  he  fully  and  faithfully  performed  what  he  en- 
gaged to  do,  or  what  the  law  would  imply  that  he  had  engaged 
lo  do  from  the  capacity  in  which  he  served,  and  the  nature  of 
the  duties  undertaken  by  him  ?  and,  thirdly  As  to  the  general 
value  of  his  services  ? — ^the  testimony  was  conflicting;  and  where, 
in  respect  to  any  of  the  matters  in  issue,  the  testimony  is  con- 
flicting, the  general  rule  is  that  an  appellate  court  will  never 
interfere  with  the  finding  of  the  tribunal  before  whom  the  wit- 
nesses were  examined,  whose  appropriate  and  special  duty  it  is 
to  pass  upon  questions  that  must  be  determined  upon  conflicting 
testimony.  An  appellate  court  will  not  assume  the  office  of  a 
jury,  or  of  a  referee,  and  weigh  the  testimony  with  the  view  of 
isccrtaining  on  which  side  the  weight  of  probability  lies.  They  will 
reverse  for  the  want  of  evidence ;  or,  where  the  finding  is  against 
•jvidence,  in  respect  to  which  there  is  no  contradiction  nor  con- 
flict, and  in  extreme  cases,  though  there  may  be  some  conflict  or 
contradiction  in  the  testimony,  they  will  set  aside  the  verdict, 
finding,  or  report^  if,  afler  full  and  careful  deliberation,  they  are 
convinced  that  it  must  have  been  induced  by  partiality,  prejudice, 
or  corruption,  or  was  the  result  of  an  obvious  and  palpable  mis- 
take. Wherever  there  has  been  presumptively  a  fair  and  hon- 
est exercise  of  the  judgment  of  the  tribunal  to  which  the  law  has 
committed  the  delicate  and  responsible  duty  of  determining  ques- 
tions of  fact  upon  conflicting  evidence, — and  that  presumption 
cxistB  in  every  case,  unless  the  contrary  distinctly  appear, — ^a 
court  of  review  will  never  interfere  with  the  determination  arrived 
at,  however  strongly  inclined  to  think,  if  they  liad  to  pass  upon 
the  questions  upon  the  same  evidence,  that  they  would  have 
arrived  at  a  very  different  conclusion.  The  cases,  therefore,  are 
extremely  rare  in  which  a  court  of  review  would  exercise  the 
delicate  discretion  of  assuming  that  the  finding  must  have  been 
produced  by  prejudice,  partiality,  corruption,  or  palpable  mistake. 
In  the  multiplied  and  various  business  of  this  court,  there  is 
scarcely  a  term  that  goes  by,  that  parties,  disappointed  by  the 
finding  of  juries  or  referees  upon  questions  of  flict,  do  not  urge 
u|  on  us  that  their  case  is  one  that  calls  for  the  exercise  of  this 
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discretion  on  the  part  of  the  court ;  ami  yet,  through  a  long  aeries 
of  yeai'S,  the  instances  have  been  very  few,  in  which  it  has  set 
aside  a  verdict,  or  a  report  of  a  referee,  upon  that  ground. 

The  several  questions  objected  to,  were  pertinent  and  material 
to  the  question  at  issue.  The  form  of  one  or  two  of  them  was 
objectionable  as  leading,  but  the  objection  was  not  put  upon  that 
specific  ground,  and  where  it  is  not,  it  is  unavailable  upon 
review. 

When  the  plaintiff  was  recalled,  his  examination  was  limited, 
by  the  referee,  to  testimony  strictly  rebutting ;  and,  the  testimonj 
he  gave,  not  being  of  that  character,  the  referee  struck  it  oat 
llie  calling  of  the  plaintiff  under  such  circumstances,  afforded 
no  ground  lor  a  re-examination  of  the  defendant ;  and,  as  respects 
the  general  right  to  recall  tlic  defendant  at  that  stage  of  the  case, 
it  was  a  matter  resting  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  referee. 
The  report  should  be  sustained. 

Judgment  ai&rmcd 


Bekjamin  M.  Stilwell  and  Shubal  E.  Swain  v.  Joseph 

M.  Ons  AND  PiEBsoN  M.  Otis. 

Suf  a  practicing  attomoy,  drow  an  osaigpament  for  tho  benefit  of  crodltora,  in  which 
0.  k  Co.  wore  preforrod.  Upon  tho  application  of  0.  A  Co.,  tho  aasigruco  tFans* 
ferrcd  tho  entire  assigned  proporty  to  thorn  in  payment  of  their  claim,  they  agree* 
ing  to  pay  S.'8  chargo  for  drawing  the  assignment. 

Ueld,  that  tho  promise  was  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  was  not  required 
to  be  in  writing.  It  was  an  original  undertaking  in  coDsidcration  of  tho  immedi- 
ate transfer  of  all  the  assigned  property. 

The  liability  of  the  as»gncc  for  tho  same  debt  did  not  affect  the  obligaUon  thni  en* 
tercd  into. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Seoond  Diatricl 
Court    The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  tlie  opinion  of  the  courfc 

J.  C.  Dinnnick,  for  the  appellants. 


J 
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John  B,  Scoks^  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  Court,  HiLToy,  J. — ^The  plaintiflfe  are  practicing  law 
vers,  and  bring  this  action  to  recover  the  value  of  their  services 
in  drawing  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  executed 
by  James  Honiwell  to  John  Honiwell,  and  in  which  the  defend- 
ants were  preferred  for  the  amount  owing  them  by  the  assignor. 

It  appears  that,  after  the  assignment  liad  been  execute  1  and 
delivered,  the  defendants  pn^poscd  to  tlie  Ufrsignee  to  traii.-^lbr  nil 
the  assign&d  property  to  them,  in  payment  of  their  preferred  debt. 
This  offer  was  made  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  acted 
as  counsel  for  tlie  assignee,  and  it  was  objected  to,  on  tlie  ground 
that  its  acceptance  would  leave  no  property  or  funds  in  the  as- 
signee's hands  wherewith  to  pay  the  plaintiffs'  charges  for  draw- 
ing the  assignment,  &c.  The  defendants  then  agreed  to  pay  such 
ch:trges,  and  the  agreement  was  afterwards  consummated  by  the 
assignee  delivering  to  them  all  the  assigned  property. 

Apart  from  the  plaintiffs'  evidence  on  the  trial  these  facts 
appear  from  the  testimony  of  the  defendant  P.  M .  Otis,  who,  aftor 
detailing  the  several  interviews  which  led  to  this  agreement,  adds, 
*'  I  said  we  would  pay  the  costs  of  drawing  the  papers.  This  was 
brought  about  by  Mr.  Swain.  He  asked  who  would  pay  the 
expenses.  The  assignee  siiid  he  would  have  nothing  to  pay  with. 
I  supposed  it  was  the  best  way  to  assume  the  thing,  thinking  it 
\vould  only  be  $20  or  $25.  The  bill  of  sale  was  executed,  I 
think,  the  following  daj'."  And,  again,  **  When  Mr.  JSwain  spoke 
of  the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  assigument,  I  did  not  ask 
bim  the  amount  of  his  bill ;  I  supposed  we  would  have  to  pay  a 
reasonable  bilL" 

The  jury,  by  their  verdict,  found  that  $50  was  a  reasonable 
charge  for  the  services  of  the  plaintifis,  and  for  that  amount,  with 
costs,  judgment  was  rendered. 

It  is  quite  obvious  that  the  agreement  of  the  defendants  to  pay 
this  debt  was  not  such  as  is  required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to 
b :*  in  writing.     It  was  an  original  undertaking  on  their  j)art.,  in 


LW  COrST  OF  COiQIvjN'  ?LEAS. 


J^WiiiSiii  ■'.  J£Un. 


iehr.  iri«i  he  li.i.-i.itv-  ;t  i^iie  laaivrnee  iir  uie  iame  iebt  ioes  act 
\r  li'i  itfi*nr.  -.he  'Jiarnniir  or  »:;:en:  iz  :ae  ieaaJanca"  ohiisitioiL 
I^r.^m.'i  -.'.  rr-'//«.i/.ui*7/i.  5  J.^iiii.  -21):   .Sa-v^o/i  t.  Bi'^vfttr.  Id.  :j7^; 

Af-^r -.*.,..  r.  .[  -.•!ri;i,  10  "X-ir.d.  -tol  :   E-iaxj^i  7.  ilonic  -5  Li.  iijo; 
i^/i. ../  7.  -&-y\-/.  .^.  3:17*:..  .^.  C.  ill ;  CiiTZeux  t.  S[ii7,  1  E.  D.  Snu: j, o. 


P?frr-r?  Riovr^oro  ant:,  othebs  u.  G£oaGE  IfiLX. 

A  ■u-)Tr.:.-.on  carrier  imli^ruk'Si  v>  i'ii;Ti*r  :he  ^oo»ia  -sTitnatRti  ic  ^lim  -laiiL-r  iH  emsL 
;/.i*^».5i  •■.'»7  If;  V^r  --.J  ;hi*  v-t  .-.f  ij'>i.  or  :]:e  puhlio  •enemies:  ic^i  lie  oac  nain- 
'.lir.  r.r>  ,K*ir.r.  for  '"^iflfhc  in  lew  he  !'-■«  fiilj  p^Tlbrmeii  \j»  joafracc  Troal<ii 
'icATtrj  *•*  rhft  'y,n.-iL^i'*e  id  Msentiai  6^  'he  cairier"-*  aciioa  for  frw^fcr. 

Wiier^  :.ii>^  :ranH])or*;rticn  ui  by  va^^r.  the  proper  piace  ot'  vieiiverr  i«  en  ;iM  vhaK 
npr^r.  d  ;o  riOtiofi  f.'>  :i".e  ronAi^ee  of  :I-.-i  tisia  acd  placo  of  deliTerr.  What  is  saf* 
:k:ie:.t  .-.ftti.'.^— v>r..»i.iere*i. 

j'f  tr./i  'or.-ti.i^i.fre  \a  ^i^-.n:^  dixid.  or  cazmoc  beyond ;  or  if  Le  neglects  or  reAses  tt:- 
reo^i-*^  t!ie  arootU:  the  fi^rfMr.  to  fiiachnry?  himself  from  Uabilicj,  eut  plj« 
tli^rr.  in  iitor^  with  a  re«pion5iihle  p«:r3on,  at  the  riak,  cost,  and  cbarge  cl  the  ovner. 
\if:  ''rannoc  aiwn'lon  the  g(Xidi)  upon  the  wharl  If  Le  does  ao.  he  U  r^«poci£ble  to 
t!i<:  '/xri''T  for  their  kj«w  or  injijry. 

If  cli'i  r;trr[<:r  relies  Mp^jn  a  local  iLHMp  as  coatroUing  the  qnestioa  of  soOto/SKf 
of 'I'-'.iverj,  )4>2-:h  U/cal  uiia^c  znu.-st  bo  a£rnuilTelj  eetablUbed  bj  proof  at  U^e 
trinl.  T}»e  or>nrt  will  not  aname  thai  a  UMf^e  exisu  La  coDtravcctioa  of  the  vcU 
e^tf/'ilMliorl  ffcnoral  njle  in  rertpect  to  the  datioA  of  carriers  by  land  or  water,  npoQ 
if.*-  aiithoritj  of  a  Airi;j:le  ctisv\  in  which  such  a  usa^^  has  boen  proved  and  acted 
upon. 

A  ofirri*  r  <-innot  excuse  tlM;  non*perfonnar)ce  of  his  contraet  to  deliTer.  by  shovis;^ 
\Ui\  ir-  w'.i^  \.ft-v*:i\U:'\  frcnn  inrtk'nf;  I  ho  drli^erv  by  :in  illogai  and  unaulhoriaHl 
act  '>!  ..  [I'liiii  ■  luiKsx.     I:  lit  n  l.ei*,  as  .i:i  cxcas*:  f  jf  xi-H  doUverin;;,  upon  the  lDte^ 
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nxptioii  or  prohibition  of  a  landing  and  delivery  of  goods  by  some  person  or  power 
inTeated  with  legal  authority  to  prohibit  their  landing  or  delivery,  ho  must  estab- 
lish that  tlic  person  or  power,  so  interruptii!g  or  preventing  a  delivery,  had  legal 
authority  so  to  do. 

Neither  a  customhouse  inspector,  nor  the  collector  of  the  port,  has  any  authority  to 
send  goods  to  tho  public  store,  after  the  duties  upon  them  have  been  paid,  and  a 
permit  to  land  them  has  been  given  to  the  consignee. 

"When  goods  are  taken  out  of  the  custody  of  a  carrier  by  a  public  ofQcor,  upon  the 
false  assumption  that  he  had  the  right  so  to  take  them,  such  officer  is  responsible 
to  tho  carrier  for  any  loss  or  injuries  he  may  sustain  by  reason  of  his  consequent 
inability  to  complete  his  contract  and  deliver  the  gooda  And,  in  such  a  case,  it 
is  tho  duty  of  the  carrier  to  follow  the  property,  and  see  that  it  is  duly  delivered 
to  the  consignee ;  or,  if  he  is  unable  to  obtain  possession  thereof)  so  us  to  make 
such  delivery,  then  it  is  his  duty  to  hold  the  person,  who  has  taken  the  goods  out 
of  his  custody,  responsible  fbr  the  consequencos. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  First  District 
Court  This  action  was  brouglit  to  recover  $43.23,  freight  on 
ninety -eight  casks  of  ale.  On  the  17th  of  January,  1858,  the  ship 
Harriet  Iloxie  arrived  in  this  port,  having  on  board,  among 
other  cargo,  a  consignment  of  ninety-eight  casks  of  ale  to  the 
defendant  On  the  22d  she  commenced  unloading,  and  on  the 
23d  tiie  ale  was  landed.  No  notice  of  its  arrival  was  proved  to 
have  been  given  to  the  defendants,  except  so  far  as  such  notice 
might  be  deduced  from  the  facts  hereinafter  stated. 

On  the  17th  of  January  a  permit  was  given  to  the  defendant^ 
by  the  collector  of  the  port,  reciting  that  the  duties  on  the  ale 
had  been  paid  or  secured,  and  giving  permission  to  land  the  same. 
On  the  23d  of  January  a  general  order  was  issued  from  the  cus- 
tomhouse, directing  the  inspector  on  board  the  Harriet  Hoxie  to 
Bend  to  the  public  store  all  packages,  when  landed,  for  which  no 
permit  or  order  should  have  been  received  by  him.  Fifty  casks 
of  the  ale  were  sent  to  the  public  store,  under  this  order,  before 
the  defendant  presented  his  permit — the  other  forty-eight  casks 
were  delivered  to,  and  received  by,  him.  The  inspector  testified 
that  a  pehson,  representing  himself  to  be  the  defendant's  cartman, 
and  who  was,  he  thought,  the  cartman  that  took  the  forty-eight 
casks,  asked  him  for  a  certificate  of  the  delivery  of  the  fifty  casks 
at  the  public  store ;  and  that  he  made  out  such  a  certificate,  and 
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lefk  it  in  the  Ciibin  for  Lim.  It  further  appeared  that  a  bill  for 
the  freight  claimed  was  presented  to  the  defendants,  by  the  agents 
of  the  ship,  the  first  or  second  day  after  her  arrival,  at  the  foot  of 
which  bill  was  this  memorandum  :  "  Vessel  at  pier  18  East  river. 
General  order.  Jan.  23,  1859."  The  defendant  offered  to  prove 
that  his  cartman  went  several  times  to  the  yessel  to  get  the  freight 
with  the  permit,  before  the  ale  was  landed,  but  did  not  exhibit 
it,  as  the  ship  was  not  discharging.  The  evidence  was  objected 
to,  and  was  excluded.  Judgment  was  rendered  for  the  amount 
of  freight  claimed,  and  the  defendant  appealed. 

JBecJf,  Dean  J:  Donohue^  for  the  appellants. 

Benedict^  Burr  Jc  Benedict^  for  tlie  respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — Before  the  plaintiff  could 
maintain  an  action  for  the  freight  uj)on  the  ninety-eight  barrels 
of  ale,  they  were  bound  to  show  that  they  had  delivered  them  to 
the  defendant,  who  was  the  consignee  named  in  the  bill  of  lading. 
Forward  v.  Pittard,  1  T.  R.  27 ;  Ilarril  v.  Owens,  1  Dcv.  &  Bat 
278.  Common  carriers  by  land  or  water  are  bound  to  deliver 
the  goods,  entrusted  to  them  to  Ciirry,  to  the  consignee  j^ersoually 
at  the  place  of  delivery.  Gibson  v.  Culver^  17  Wend.  305.  lu 
this  case,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiffs  to  have  notified  the 
defendant  that  the  goods  would  be  delivered  on  tlie  wharf  at  a 
time  specified ;  and  even  then,  unless  he  should  desire  them  to 
be  lefl  on  the  wharf  until  he  sent  for  them,  or  should  otherwise 
assume  the  control  and  custody  of  them,  as  was  the  case  in  Twig- 
gan  v.  Duff,  (1  M.  &  W.  174),  it  would  be  their  duty  to  store 
them  with  some  responsible  person  for  and  on  account  of  the 
owner,  if  the  consignee  should  neglect  to  send  for  them,  or  refuse 
to  i*cceive  them.  They  would  not  be  justified,  in  such  a  case,  in 
abandoning  the  goods  upon  the  wharf;  aud,  if  they  did  so,  would 
be  liable  to  the  owner  for  tlieir  Ljss  or  injury.  Ostmnder  v. 
Brow u J  15  Johns.  3*J  ;  t^eUvf/n  v.  IloVoway,  1  J/l.  Ray.  40;  M  ar- 
dM  V.  Mowrylliaa,  2  Esp.  R.  GiK) ;  Tivnfjfm  v.  D^ff  1  M.  &  W 
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L74 ;  Eagle  v.  White,  6  Penn.  R.  123.  It  was  held,  in  Fuk  v. 
Kewton,  (1  Denio,  45),  tbat,  where  the  transportation  is  by  water, 
the  proj>cr  place  of  delivery  is  on  the  wharf,  uj)OU  due  notice  to 
the  consignee  of  the  time  and  place  of  delivery ;  and  that,  if  the 
consignee  is  absent,  dead,  or  cannot  be  found  after  due  eftbrts, 
yr  if  he  refuses  to  receive  them,  the  carrier,  to  discharge  himself 
from  responsibility,  must  place  them  in  ptore  with  a  ros])onsible 
person,  at  the  risk,  cost,  and  charge  of  the  owner.  In  the  case 
of  The  Grafton  (1  Olcott,  43,)  there  was  proof  that,  by  the  estab- 
lished usage  at  this  l)ort,  the  landing  of  the  goods  u])oii  the  wh:irf, 
upon  due  notice  to  the  consignee  of  the  arrival  of  the  vessel,  and 
of  the  time  and  place  of  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  was  a  sufficient 
delivery.  So  far  as  the  question  of  delivery  aftcctcMl  the  decision 
of  that  case,  the  court  was  bound,  upon  this  proof,  to  assume  the 
existence  of  such  a  usage,  and  that  the  parties  contracted  with 
reference  to  it.  In  the  case  below,  there  was  no  proof  of  any 
such  usage,  and  I  am  not  willing  to  take  the  decision  in  the  case 
of  The  Orafion  as  authority  for  assuming,  as  matter  of  law,  that 
a  usage  prevails  at  this  port  in  contravention  of  the  well  estab- 
lished rule  in  respect  to  the  duties  of  carriers  by  land  or  water — 
a  usage  that  would  be  attended  with  great  inconvenience  in  many 
cases,  and  which  would  justify  the  currier  in  abandoning  ihc 
property  upon  the  wharf,  if  the  consignee,  after  notice,  neglected 
or  mfused  to  receive  it.  I  should  want  something  more  than  the 
proofs  presented  in  a  single  case,  to  recognize,  as  matter  of  law, 
that  such  was  the  general  and  universal  custom  at  this  port. 
Schooner  Reende,  2  Sumn.  567,  per  Story,  J. ;  Tumey  v.  WiUon, 
7  Yerg.  340 ;  IP'bodrw/ v.  Merchants  Bank,  25  Wend.  673  ;  it/., 
6  Hill,  174 ;  Rushfoi-i/i  v.  HadfieU,  7  East,  225 ;  Oihson  v.  Culver, 
17  Wend.  308.  In  the  case  below,  it  did  not  appear  that  the  de- 
fendant was  notified  that  the  Ciwks  of  ale  would  be  landed  at  the 
wharf  on  the  23d  of  January,  except  so  far  as  the  justice  might 
be  warranted  in  inferring  that  fact  from  a  memorandum  at  the 
bottom  of  the  freight  bill,  and  from  a  cartnian  having  taken  forty- 
eight  of  the  casks,  the  receipt  of  which  the  defendant  a^know- 
Icdircd.     Fiftv  casks  were  landed  on  that  day,  and,  after  remain- 


154  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Rowland  v.  Uiln. 


ing  upon  the  wharf  fur  two  hour?,  the  customhouse  inspector 
sent  tiiem  to  the  public  store.  On  the  17th  of  January,  six  days 
before,  the  defendant  paid  tlie  duties  upon  the  ninety -eight  casks, 
and  obtained  a  permit  to  land  them,  lie  ofll-rcd  to  show  that  his 
cartman  went  with  this  permit  to  the  vessjl  on  the  18th,  and 
again  on  the  21st,  but  did  not  exiiibit  it,  as  the  vessel  was  not 
discharging;  but  the  justice  excluded  the  evidence.  The  same 
cartman,  it  would  seom,  went  again  on  the  23d.  The  permit  was 
shown  to  the  customhouse  inspector,  but  it  was  after  he  had  sent 
the  lifly  casks  to  the  j)ublic  sU.>re,  and  the  cartman  brought  away 
the  remaining  forty-eight  cxsks,  of  which  the  defendant  has 
acknowledged  the  receipt.  If  the  plaintiffs  had  notified  the  de- 
fendant tliat  they  would  deliver  his  goods  at  the  wharf  on  that 
day,  or  that  they  had  commenced  to  deliver  the  casks,  it  was  a 
simple  matter  for  them  to  show-  it,  either  by  proving  the  fact  by 
the  person  who  gave  the  notice,  or  by  calling  the  defendant  as  a 
witness  and  interrogating  him  resj)ecting  it.  They  were  bound 
to  make  out  their  case,  by  establishing  that  they  had  discharged 
themselves  from  all  responsibility  by  a  due  delivery  of  the  ninety- 
eight  casks,  before  they  could  recover  for  their  carriage  ;  and,  in 
sucii  !in  action,  the  justice  was  not  warranted  in  inferring  that 
the  dcienuant  had  due  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  delivery, 
upon  evidence  so  loose  and  uncertain.  If  there  was  not^  then, 
sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  defendant 
had  received  due  notice,  it  reduces  the  case  to  a  lauding  upon  the 
wharf  of  the  ninety -eight  casks,  forty -eight  only  of  which  the  de- 
fendant acknowledges  that  he  has  received.  To  entitle  them  to 
recover  freight,  they  were  bound  to  show  that  he  had  received 
the  otlier  fifty,  or  that  they  had  duly  delivered  tlicm.  A  com- 
mon currier  undertakes  to  deliver  under  all  events,  unless  the 
goods  are  lost  by  the  act  of  God,  or  the  public  enemies ;  and  he 
can  maintain  no  action  for  freight,  unless  he  has  fully  performed 
that  contract.  'J  he  plaintiff's  claim  that  they  have  performed  as 
fully  as  they  could,  and  that  they  are  not  answerable  for  the  act 
of  the  customhouse  inspeett^r  in  sending  tliu  li;*st  fifty  casks  to  tiie 
public  store.     It  upiicars  that  on  the  (hy  when  the  casks  were 
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landed,  that  is,  on  the  23d  of  Januarv,  the  collector  of  the  nort 
issuud  a  general  order,  to  the  customhouse  in8i)ector,  to  send  all 
packages  which  might  be  landed  from  the  vessel,  for  wliich  no 
permit  had  been  obtained,  to  the  public  store ;  and  that  the 
inspector  sent  the  fifty  casks  in  question  to  the  public  store,  he- 
fore  he  received  the  permit  from  the  defendant's  cartman.  The 
insj^ector  saj's  that,  after  he  liad  sent  them,  a  person,  repre»euting 
himself  as  the  defendant's  ciirtinan,  and  who  took  away  the 
remaining  forty-eight  casks,  asked  him  for  a  certificate  of  the 
delivery  of  the  fifty  casks  at  the  public  store,  and  tliat  he  made 
out  such  a  certificate,  ami  left  it  for  the  cartman  in  the  cabin  of 
the  vessel.  The  demand,  by  the  cartman,  of  this  c^rtifii'ati*,  and 
the  leaving  it  for  him  in  the  cabin,  did  not  est^iblish  that  the 
defendant  had  assumed  the  control  of  the  property,  or  recognized 
the  receipt  and  due  delivery  of  it  to  him.  In  Twig(/(in  v.  />'?(//) 
{supra),  notice  was  given  to  the  consignee,  on  the  day  when  the 
gooils  were  landed  on  the  wharf,  that  they  had  arrived,  and  the 
consignee's  clerk,  late  in  the  allernoon  of  that  day,  signed,  in  tlio 
carriei's  book,  an  acknowledgment  that  the  goods  had  arrived 
for  the  consignee;  and  it  was  further  shown  that,  upon  fonner 
occasions,  the  consignee  had  notified  the  carrier  to  let  the  goods 
remain  on  the  wharf  until  he  sent  for  them ;  it  was  held  that  this 
was  sufiicient  to  submit  the  question  to  the  jury,  whether  the 
consignee  had  not,  by  these  acts,  discharged  the  carrier,  and 
received  and  accepted  the  goods.  Ilere,  then,  was  proof  of  pre- 
vious deliveries  of  goods,  in  this  way,  by  the  consignee's  direc- 
tion,  together  with  a  written  acknowledgment  by  the  consignee's 
agent,  after  the  goods  were  landed  from  the  vessel,  that  tiiey  had 
arrived  for  him.  This  is  a  very  different  case  from  the  leaving, 
by  the  inspector,  in  the  cabin  of  the  vessel,  a  certificate  to  the 
effect  that  he  had  sent  the  goods  to  the  public  store,  which,  for 
all  that  we  know,  may  never  have  reached  the  defendant  or  his 
cartman,  or  have  proved  effectual  to  secure  the  due  delivery  of 
the  property.  The  fact  that  the  fifty  casks  were  sent  to  the  pub- 
lic store  by  the  in-«ijector,  under  a  general  oixler,  beft^re  he  had 
notice  of  the  permit  of  tlic  defendant,  will  not  excuse  the  carrier, 
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nor  absolve  him  from  his  contract  to  deliver.  If  the  carrier  relies, 
as  an  excuse  for  not  performing,  upon  the  interruption  or  prohi- 
bition of  a  landing  and  delivery  of  goods  by  some  person  or 
power  invested  'with  legal  authority  to  prohibit  their  landing  or 
delivery,  he  must  establish  that  the  person  or  power,  so  interrupt- 
ing or  preventing  a  delivery,  had  legal  authority  to  do  so,  {Evans 
V.  Iluttou,  6  Scott  X.  R.  670) ;  Avhile  here,  neither  the  in^^pector 
nor  hi-i  principal,  the  collector  of  the  port,  had  any  authority  to 
seiul  these  fifty  casks  to  the  public  store,  the  duties  upon  them 
having  been  paid,  and  a  permit  given  to  the  defendant  for  the 
landing  of  them.  Act  of  Aug.  6,  1846 ;  Act  of  March  2,  1799, 
§  49 ;  Act  of  March  3,  1849 ;  Dunlop's  Laws  U.  S.,  p.  1106-216, 
1214.  It  was  held  in  RirJcer  v.  Hodgson,  (3  Maul  &  Sel.  267), 
which  was  an  action  for  breach  of  contract  against  the  charterer 
of  a  ship  who  had  covenanted  to  send  a  cargo  alongside  at  Gibral* 
tcr,  tliat  it  was  no  answer  to  the  action  that  a  malignant  and 
infcclirms  disorder  prevailed  at  Gibmller  at  the  time,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  all  public  intercourse  or  communication  was 
interrupted  and  prohibited  by  the  public  and  established  law  of 
the  place.  In  Hill  v.  Idle,  (4  Camp.  327),  which  was  an  action 
agiiinst  the  consignees  for  damages  for  not  taking  away  certain 
hogsheads  of  wine  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  arrival  of 
the  vessel,  after  notice,  it  was  held  to  be  no  answer  that  the  wine 
could  not  be  landed  without  an  order  from  the  treasury,  and  that 
the  defendants,  though  they  had  used  the  greatest  exertions  and 
diligence,  could  not  obtjiin  the  permit  for  landing  them  until 
nearly  a  month  after  the  landing  of  the  other  part  of  the  cargo. 
These  cases  show  to  what  strictness  parties  are  held,  as  to  their 
liability  upon  contracts. 

I  have  treated  this  case  as  one  in  which  there  was  no  certain 
or  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  time 
and  place  of  delivery  ;  but,  even  if  the  plaintiffs  had  shown  that 
they  had  given  due  notice,  it  would  not  have  relieved  them  from 
their  responsibility  for  the  non-delivery  of  the  fifty  casks.  W  hen 
these  casks  were  sent  to  the  j)ublic  store  by  the  inspector,  they 
were  in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiffs.     It  has  been  shown  that  if 
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the  consignee,  after  notice,  neglects  or  refases  to  send  for  the 
goods,  the  carrier  is  still  bound  to  take  care  of  the  property. 
"When  the  casks,  therefore,  were  landed  on  the  wharf,  it  was  their 
duty,  whether  they  had  notified  the  defendant  or  not,  to  look 
after  them  ;  and,  if  they  were  taken  out  of  their  custody  by  the 
inspector,  upon  the  assumption  that  he  had  the  right  to  send  them 
to  the  public  store,  the  inspector,  or  the  collector  if  he  directed 
the  act,  are  responsible  to  the  plaintiflGs  for  any  loss  or  injury  they 
may  sustain  by  their  inability  to  complete  their  contract ;  or,  at 
least,  the  duty  was  upon  the  plaintiffs,  when  the  casks  were 
wrongfully  sent  to  the  public  store,  to  follow  them,  and  sec  that 
they  were  duly  delivered  to  the  defendant ;  and,  if  they  could 
not  get  the  property,  so  as  to  make  due  delivery,  to  hold  the  in- 
spector, or  whoever  had  taken  them  out  of  their  custody,  respon- 
sible for  the  consequences.  It  was  held,  in  Ooslin  v.  lligjins,  (1 
Gamp.  451),  that  the  wrongful  seizure  of  the  goods  by  revenue 
officers,  at  the  port  of  delivery,  for  a  supposed  violation  of  the 
revenue  laws,  was  no  answer  to  an  action  by  the  shippers,  against 
the  owners  of  the  vessel,  for  the  non-delivery  of  the  goods.  Lord 
Ellenborouoh  said  that  the  owners  of  the  vessel  had  an  action 
against  the  officers  who  had  wrongfully  taken  the  goods,  but  that 
the  shippers  could  look  only  to  the  master  or  owner  of  the  vessel. 

The  plaintifib,  having  failed  to  show  tliat  they  had  delivered 
the  fifty  casks  to  the  defendant,  or  that  he  had  received  them, 
ooold  maintain  no  action  for  the  fireight ;  and  the  judgment  must 
be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Edward  N.  Schmidt  and  Morris  Hollander  v.  Hernuin  H. 
Eattenhorn  and  Gerhard  Ahrens. 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  the  unlawful  conversion  of  certain  goods,  It  appeared 
that  tbo  goods  in  question  were  sold  \>j  the  plaintifik  to  the  defendants,  on  an 
agreement  that  the^  were  to  be  paid  for  im  auh.    Previous  to  delivering  tlic  goodsi 
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the  plaintifij!  made  inquiries^  in  respect  to  defendaDtfl^  as  to  whether  the/  could  be 
"  trusted  with  a  cosh  article,'^  kc  ;  and,  receiving  a  favorable  answer,  the  good^ 
were  sent  to  defendants'  store,  by  a  cartman,  in  the  ordinary  way.     Bills  wcro 
sent  in  on  the  same  day,  followed  by  a  call  for  the  money  on  the  day  following, 
and  on  several  days  after.    Defendants,  however,  refused  to  pay  cash,  but  offered 
certain  bills  of  exchange,  drawn  by  plaintifis,  for  a  part  of  the  amount,  and  the 
balance  in  cash. 
Iltldf  chat  this  evidence  did  not  show  an  unqualified  delivery  of  the  gfoods,  but  that 
it  was  a  proper  question  for  the  jury,  whether,  in  making  the  delivery,  the  plain- 
tifls  intended  to  waive  the  condition  for  payment  in  cash ;  and  that  a  motion  to 
dismiss  the  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  showed  an  nnqualified 
dehvcry,  was  property  denied.    Daly,  F.  J.,  disaeiUed. 


Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  upon  a  verdict  The 
facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinions. 

FuUtrion  &  Dunning^  for  the  appellants. 

I.  The  judge  ought  to  h?ive  granted  the  motion  to  dismiss  the 
complaint,  as  the  testimony,  adduced  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
showed  that  there  was  an  unqualified  delivery ;  and,  the  delivery 
being  absolute,  the  title  to  the  goods  passed  to  the  vendees :  such 
absolute  and  unconditional  delivery  being  regarded  as  a  waiver 
of  the  condition.  Chapman  v.  Lathrop,  6  Co  wen,  110 ;  Lupin  v. 
J/ar/c,  6  Wend.  77 ;  affirming  2  Paige,  169 ;  Conivay  v.  Bush^  4 
Barb.  564 ;  Jones  v.  Bredner,  10  Barb.  193 ;  Brewer  v.  Salisbuiy^ 
9  Barb.  611 ;  Genin  v.  Tompkins^  12  Barb.  280 ;  Bows  v.  Green^ 
16  Barb.  72  ;  Jof/ce  v.  Adams,  4  Sold.  296 ;  &nith  v.  Lines,  1  Seld. 
44 ;  CalliceU  v.  Bartlttt,  3  Duer,  352.  a.  The  plaintifis  reposed 
confidence  in  the  firm  of  the  defendants  as  a  basis  of  the  delivery 
of  the  property,  without  requiring  cotemporaneous  payment  or 
satisfaction.  Clapp  v.  Rogers,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  552.  b.  They  did 
not  ask  for  cash,  but  for  a  check — a  check  is  a  mere  evidence 
of  debt,  the  same  as  a  note ;  they  tlierefore  waived  the  condition 
of  cash  payment  on  or  after  delivery.  Buck  v.  Grimshaw,  1 
Edwards,  140. 

II.  There  is  no  evidence  that,  at  the  time  of  nuking  the  bar- 
gain, anything  was  said  about  cash  payment  on  delivery ;  on  the 
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contrary,  the  plaintiiTs  were  willing  to  take  a  note,  Joyct  v.  Adams^ 
1  Seld.  296. 

«/.  Van  Namee^  for  the  respondents. 

I.  As  the  character  of  the  delivery  was  a  question  of  fact,  it  is 
absurd  to  say  that  on  the  testimony  the  complaint  should  be  dis- 
missed.   SmiOi  y.  Lynts^  1  Seld.  41. 

IL  Trover  was  the  proper  remedy,  or,  rather,  an  action  in  the 
nature  of  an  action  of  trover,  under  the  circumstances.  Leven  v. 
Sniitl^  1  Denio,  671. 

IIiLTON,  J. — The  plaintifiEs  sued  for  the  damages  resulting  from 
the  wrongful  conversion  of  their  property  by  the  defendants. 
At  the  trial  it  appeared,  from  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintifis,  that  the  property  consisted  of  brandy  in  casks,  sold 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants  for  cash  less  4  per  cent, 
and  delivered  on  the  24th  and  2oth  of  June,  1857.  The  bills 
were  sent  on  the  same  day  the  goods  were  delivered,  and  followed 
up  by  the  plaintiffs  calling  the  next  day  for  the  money.  Not 
finding  the  defendants  at  their  place  of  business,  a  demand  was 
made  of  their  bookkeeper.  Failing  to  get  the  money,  the  plain- 
tiff sent  their  clerk,  who  was  told  by  the  defendants  to  come 
again  in  a  couple  of  days,  and  they  would  pay.  After  this, 
and  about  five  or  six  days  after  the  delivery,  the  plaintiffs  again 
called  and  demanded  tlie  cash  or  the  brandy.  The  defendants 
refused  to  give  either,  but  offered  to  pay  in  two  protested  bills 
of  exchange  drawn  by  the  ])I air. tiffs,  with  a  small  sum  in  cash 
additional  to  make  up  the  amount  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim  for 
the  goods  thus  purchased.  It  also  appeared  that  after  the  sale 
was  agreed  upon,  but  before  the  brandy  was  delivered,  the 
pluntifis  made  inquiries  respecting  the  trustworthiness  of  the 
defendants,  to  learn  whether  tbcy  could  be  trusted  with  a  cash 
article;  and,  the  information  being  satisfactory,  the  goods  were 
thereu{x>n  delivered.  The  plaintiffs  having  rested  their  case,  the 
defendants  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  upon  the  ground  that 
this  evidence  showed  a  delivery  of  the  property  without  qualifi- 
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cation,  and  therefore  this  action  could  not  be  maintained.  Tb 
motion  was  denied,  and  the  defendants  excepted.  Evidence  wi 
tlien  introduced  by  the  defendants,  and  the  case  submitted  to  th® 
jury  upon  a  charge  of  the  judge  to  which  no  exception  was  taken^ 
an<l  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  claimed. 

On  this  appeal  by  the  defcndanta,  we  are  to  review  the  decision 
of  the  judge  upon  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint^  and  to 
determine  whether  the  evidence  thus  given  was  sufficient  to  war- 
rant its  submission  to  the  jury  upon  the  question,  whether  there 
had  been  an  unqualified  delivery  of  the  property  by  which  the 
condition  of  the  sale  was  w^aived. 

I  think  the  evidence  was  clearly  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  intend  to  waive  the  condition  of  the  sale,  or  to 
make  an  absolute  delivery ;  and  it  is  equally  apparent  from  it  that 
the  defendants  did  not  suppose  the  condition  was  intended  to  be 
waived,  or  that  the  delivery  was  unqualified.  Leven  v.  Smithy  1  De- 
nio,  571.  On  such  testimony,  the  judge  very  properly  held  that  it 
was  for  the  jury  to  say  what  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  upon 
which  such  a  delivery  was  made ;  and  he  was  right  in  refusiDg 
to  dismiss  the  complaint  Smith  v.  Lynea^  1  Seld.  41 ;  Fumiaa  v. 
Holt,  8  Wend.  256 ;  SmUli  v.  JOennie,  6  Pick.  266 ;  Russdl  v. 
Minor,  22  Wend.  662 ;   Van  Xeste  v.  Coriover,  5  How.  P.  R  148. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Brady,  J. — The  brandies  purchased  were  delivered  on  the 
24th  and  25th  of  June,  1857.  The  purchases  were  for  cash.  On 
the  day  after  the  delivery  of  the  first  purchase,  the  defendants 
sent  an  order  for  the  lot  of  the  25th  of  June,  requesting  the  plain- 
tiffs to  send  the  bill  by  the  bearer  of  their  order.  The  bills  were 
sent  with  the  brandy,  and  the  terms  arc  stated  on  the  bills  to  be 
for  cash  less  4  per  cent.  The  bills  were  marked  correct  by  the 
clerk  of  defendanls.  The  plaintiff  Hollander  went  to  the  defend- 
ants' store  on  the  day  after  eacli  delivery,  and  demanded  a  check 
from  a  young  man  in  charge  of  the  store,  the  defendants  being 
absent.  Hollander  told  him  he  bad  sold  low  for  cash.  Tho 
young  man  s:iid  he  could  not  draw  a  check.    Hollander  then 
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sent  his  bookkeeper  to  get  a  check.  The  bookkeeper  called  twic& 
On  the  second  occasion,  he  saw  the  defendant  Kattenhom,  who 
said  '^  Come  in  a  couple  of  days,  and  I  will  pay  it"  The  book- 
keeper called,  as  requested,  and  the  defendant  Kattenhom  then 
offered  bills  of  exchange  drawn  by  the  plainti£&^  and  some  mo- 
ney. Hollander,  on  the  same  day  that  this  offer  was  made,  went 
with  his  bookkeeper  to  the  defendants,  and  demanded  from  Kat- 
tenhom cash  or  the  brandies.  The  defendants  refused  cither. 
This  interview  was  the  only  one  between  Hollander  and  the  de- 
fendant Elattenhom  after  the  deliveiy,  as  appears  by  the  testi- 
mony of  both ;  and  in  this  interview  the  plaintiff  Hollander  was 
for  the  first  time  advised  by  the  defendants  personally  that  they 
would  not  pay  cash,  or  give  up  the  brandy.  He  was  probably 
informed  the  same  day,  by  his  bookkeeper,  that  the  defendant ' 
Kattenhorn  had  offered  bills  of  exchange  in  payment  It  also 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  Hollander  made  inquiries  about  the 
defendants — not  before  the  purchase,  but  after  the  bargain  was 
made — to  know  of  their  trustworthiness.  He  says  ''  I  wanted  to 
know  whether  I  could  iru^i  him  (Kattenhom)  with  a  cash  article. 
I  said  I  must  be  cautious  about  delivering ;  and  I  said  to  him 
(Kattenhom)  that  I  was  pleased  with  the  good  account  I  got  of 
him." 

On  these  facts  I  refused  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  and  my  refusal,. 
I  think,  was  proper.  The  question  presented  by  them  was,  whether 
the  delivery  was  intended  to  be  complete  until  the  performance- 
of  the  condition  of  payment  of  the  cash.  That  question  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury,  and  they  answered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff* 
The  evidence  shows  that  Hollander  had  satisfied  himself  tliat  the- 
defendants  could  be  trusted  with  a  cash  article,  without,  at  the 
moment  of  delivery,  exacting  the  cash.  His  inquiries  were  not 
about  the  general  credit  or  responsibility  of  the  defendants — that 
was  immaterial  to  him,  his  sale  being  for  cash ;  and  the  demands 
upon  the  clerk  of  the  defendants,  and  upon  the  defendant  Kat- 
tenhom, show  that  there  was  no  intention  to  relinquish  the  pay- 
ment of  the  cash.  The  promise  of  the  defendant  Kattenhom  to 
uiy  in  a  couple  of  days,  aflcr  he  was  seen  for  the  first  time. 

Vol.  II.  11 
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shows  that  he  so  understood  the  matter,  and  that  he  felt  bound 
to  comply  with  the  terms  of  sale.  It  was  not  in  eridence,  at  this 
time,  that  Ilollander  asked  Kattenhorn  for  a  note.  That  was 
proved  on  the  defence,  after  which  no  motion  was  made  to  dis- 
miss the  complaint,  and  the  cause  was  submitted  to  the  jury. 
The  fact  is,  that  Behrena,  who  testified  to  the  demand  for  the  note, 
was  mistaken,  if  he  did  not  swear  fi&lsely.  He  proves  two  inte^ 
views,  after  the  delivery,  between  Kattenhorn  and  Hollander,  in 
one  of  which  the  former  offered  the  bills  of  exchange ;  and  states 
that  in  the  other,  which  occurred  two  or  three  days  previously^  Hol- 
lander asked  for  the  note.  The  defendant  Kattenhorn  swean 
that  he  first  saw  Hollander  ten  days  or  two  weeks  after  the  par- 
chase — that  the  bookkeeper  was  present ;  and  that  he  offered  the 
bills  of  exchange.  Hollander  corroborates  this.  He  says  that 
he  did  not  sec  Elattenhorn  until  he  saw  him  with  the  bookkeeper, 
when  the  bills  of  exchange  were  offered  for  cash.  There  was  no 
interview,  then,  between  them,  prior  to  that  after  the  deliver}^, 
according  to  their  own  statements,  and  Behrens  was  in  error. 
That  was,  however,  if  true,  only  a  circumstance  to  be  considered, 
with  others,  on  the  cfUestion  submitted  to  the  jury. 

I  think  the  testimony  warrants  the  presumption  that  Katten- 
horn did  not  intend  to  pay  cash  for  the  goods,  and  that  the  diffi- 
culty  in  finding  him,  or  the  other  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of 
demanding  the  cash,  arose  from  the  fact  that  there  was  a  nego- 
tiation pending  for  the  purchase  of  the  bills  of  exchange  offered 
in  payment,  and  that  the  defendants  found  it  convenient  to  avoid 
the  demand.  Three  visits  were  made  to  their  place  of  business 
for  the  purpose  of  making  that  demand,  and  the  object  of  those 
visits  communicated  to  the  clerk ;  yet,  there  is  no  evidence  that 
they  sent  any  communication  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  subject. 
In  addition  to  this,  we  have  the  fact  that  when  Kattenhorn  was 
finally  seen,  he  promised  to  pay  in  a  couple  of  days ;  he  said 
nothing,  however,  about  bills  of  exchange,  and,  by  this  promise, 
induced  the  plaintifis  to  delay  any  action  until  the  expiration  of 
that  time.  The  whole  case  does  not  show  fair  dealing,  in  a  com- 
merci:il  point  of  view,  on  ih  j  part  of  the  defendants.     It  con- 
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viDces  me  that  the  defendants  knew  well  that  the  plaintiffs  ex- 
pected to  be  paid  in  cash,  and  that  they  did  not  intend  to  part 
with  their  property  unless  such  payment  was  made.  I  thought 
ao  at  the  trial,  and  I  think  so  stilL  In  my  opinion  the  judgment 
should  be  affirmed. 

Daly,  First  Judge,  (dissenting). — ^I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possi- 
ble, in  this  case,  to  sustain  an  action  against  the  defendants  for 
converting  the  property.  The  sale  was  for  cash,  but  the  deliv- 
ery was  absolute.  No  condition  or  qualification  was  annexed  to 
iu  No  arts^  device,  or  fraud  were  practiced  by  the  defendants  to 
get  the  property  into  their  possession.  One  of  the  plaintifi^  swore 
that,  after  receiving  the  order,  and  before  delivering  the  brandy, 
wanting  to  know  about  the  trustworthiness  of  the  defendants,  he 
made  inqoiries  to  know  if  ht  could  trust  them  with  a  cadi  article^ 
and  that  the  result  was  satis&ctory ;  that  he  told  Kattenhorn, 
one  of  the  defendants,  that  he  must  be  cautious  about  delivering; 
that  he  had  made  inquiries,  and  that  he  was  pleased  with  the 
good  account  he  got  of  him ;  and,  further,  that  the  brandy  was 
given  to  the  cartman  with  no  special  instructions,  but  simply  with 
directions  to  deliver  it  Some  days  after  the  delivery,  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  called  and  asked  the  defendant  Kattenhorn  for  a  check; 
and,  upon  the  latter  saying  that  he  was  not  prepared,  but  would 
be  in  a  few  days,  the  plaintiff  asked  if  he  would  not  be  willing  to 
give  his  note,  as  he  (plaintiff)  was  very  short  These  &cts,  in  respect 
to  which  there  was  no  dispute,  show  that  the  sale  was  complete, 
that  the  delivery  was  unconditional,  that  no  stipulation  was  exact- 
ed or  imposed  showing  that  it  was  to  take  effect  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  the  price,  and  that  no  fraud  was  practiced  to  effect  a  deliv- 
ery. It  was  a  cash  sale,  in  which  the  article  was  delivered  with- 
out exacting  the  cash  at  or  before  the  delivery,  or  leaving  it  with 
the  understanding  that  the  title  was  not  to  pass  until  the  money 
was  paid.  There  could  be  no  doubt,  upon  this  state  of  £icts,  that 
it  was  the  dear  understanding  of  both  parties  that  the  defendants 
were  at  liberty  to  sell  the  brandy,  or  make  use  of  it,  the  moment 
it  was  delivered,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  relied  upon  the  pecuniary 
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responsibility  of  the  defendant  Kattenhorn,  with  which  they  were 
fully  satisfied  before  a  delivery  was  made.  See  cases  collected 
in  the  following  case  of  Lees  A  Waller  v.  RuJiardaon,  Their  only 
remedy  was  an  action  for  the  price.  I  think  the  judgment  should 
be  reversed. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


James  Less  akd  Edward  Walter  v.  Thoicas  Bichardsov 

and  others. 

On  a  cash  sale  to  a  solront  bujer,  where  there  is  no  fVaod  used  to  obtain  possessioD, 
bat  the  goods  are  volantaril/  delivered  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness, the  tiUe  passes  to  the  buyer  by  the  act  of  delivery,  and  he  has^  with  the  pos- 
session, the  right  of  immediate  disposition,  unless  there  are  circumstances  de-irly 
showing  that  it  was  the  intent  of  the  parties  that  no  title  should  pass  until  tlie 
cash  was  paid. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  salo  was  for  cash,  will  not,  of  itscU|  bo  sufBciont  to  warrant 
the  legal  inference  that  the  delivery  was  conditional,  and  that  uo  title  was  intoud- 
ed  to  pass  to  the  buyer  until  the  cash  was  paid. 

As  a  general  rule,  on  a  sale  of  chattels,  where  no  time  is  fixed  for  payment,  pay- 
ment and  delivery  are  to  bo  simultaneous  acta,  and  the  soller  is  not  bound  to  de- 
liver until  pa^'ment  is  tendered. 

But  this  rule  is  not  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  sale  of  a  large  quantity  of  mer- 
chandise, tlu)  delivery  of  which  may  occupy  considerable  time,  and  in  which  souo 
period  muat  also  intervene  to  enable  the  buyer  to  ascertain  the  correctness  uf  the 
weight,  to  at^ust  the  tare  upon  the  different  packages,  and  generally  to  ascertaiu 
the  quality  and  condition  of  the  merchandise  received. 

Where  a  custom  is  shown  of  allowing  a  buyer  of  merchandise  a  certain  time  to 
examine  the  quantity  and  condition  of  the  goods  delivered,  during  which  no 
interest  is  chai^god  on  the  purchase  money,  and  the  buy^r  is  allowed  to  sell  tlie 
merchandise  fVeely,  as  well  before  as  after  payment,  the  parties  must  be  re- 
garded as  contracting  with  reference  to  this  usage ;  and,  in  such  a  case,  thoogb 
the  merchandise  be  sold  for  cash,  the  title  will  pass  upon  delivery,  although  tbe 
cash  is  not  paid. 

Full  eflect  should  be  given  by  the  court  to  any  commercial  asage  which  rooognizci 
the  right  of  property  as  in  the  buyer,  where  it  is  voluntarily  delivered  to  him,  ub* 
taiiitetl  by  fraud  and  untrammeled  by  conditions,  whether  it  bo  what  is  termed  a 
cish  sale,  or  a  salo  upon  time. 
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Tlic  rcusoDablenc&s  and  propriety  of  such  a  usag^e  considered. 

If  a  sale  is  conditional,  tlio  seller  is  bound  to  exact  tlio  performaooe  of  the  condition, 
either  at  the  time  of  the  delivery,  or  very  shortly  thereafter;  or  he  will  be  deemed 
to  have  waived  it» 

Upun  a  cash  sale,  the  acceptance  of  a  part  of  the  purchase  money  is  a  waiver  of  tho 
right  to  reclaim  the  goods,  and  perfects  the  buyer's  title  even  though  the  delivery 
was  conditional. 

L.  ft  W.  sold  to  F.,  on  tho  1st  of  March,  31 2  tierces  of  lard  for  cash,  which  they  pro- 
ceeded at  onco  to  deliver  to  hun,  and  which  he  proceeded  to  sell  again  to  others. 
On  the  5th  of  March,  having  GO  tierces  remaining,  he  delivered  44  of  them,  together 
with  anoilier  lot,  all  being  included  in  one  invoice,  to  R.,  as  coUatcnil  to  sccuro 
tlic  repayment  of  certiin  advances.  On  the  same  day,  L.  ft  W.  presented  Iheir 
biU  to  F.  for  payment,  and,  on  the  9th  or  10th,  F.  made  them  a  part  payment  on 
account  A  fow  days  later,  he  gave  them  his  check,  post  dated,  for  a  part  of  tho 
balance,  but  before  its  maturity  be  failed,  and  made  a  general  assignment,  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  to  L.  In  tliat  nesignment  the  claim  of  Ik  ft  W.  was  placed 
in  a  second  dass  of  preferred  credilors^  and  24  per  oent  was  tliereuflcr  paid  thorn 
under  the  assignment.  It  appears  tliat,  by  usage  in  the  city  of  New  York,  from 
a  week  to  ten  days  is  given  to  buyers,  in  the  case  of  cash  sales,  to  examine  and 
weigh  the  merchandise,  ftc.,  during  which  time  it  is  customary  for  them  to  treat 
with  and  freely  soil  it,  as  well  before  a.H  after  payment     Ildd^ 

L  That  the  parties  must  be  regarded  as  contracting  with  reference  to  this  usage,  and 
must  be  governed  by  it 

XL  That  the  sale  could  not  be  regarded  as  conditional,  but  that  the  ownership  and 
title  passed  to  F.  at  the  time  of  delivery. 

III.  That  if  it  were  othcmue,  the  acts  of  L.  ft  W.  in  accepting  a  pnrt  payment 
and  in  uikiug  tho  per  ccutuge  under  ihe  assiguineui,  and  Uie  act  of  L.  in  accepting 
tlie  trust  reposed  in  him  by  the  assignment^  were  inconsistent  with  the  idea  that 
the  sale  was  a  conditional  ono,  and  waived  uny  right  to  reclamation,  even  if  other- 
wise tliey  had  possetased  such  riglit 

The  cases  upon  tlio  question,  "  What  constitutes  a  oonditionalj  and  what  an  absolute 
sale?"  collated  and  examined. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  entered  on  the  report  of 
a  referee.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  $1,320 
and  interest,  the  value  of  forty-four  tierces  of  lard  alleged  to  be- 
long to  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  be  unlawfully  detained  from  them 
by  the  defendants.  The  cause  was  tried  before  a  referee,  wlio 
found  and  reported  to  the  court  the  facts  in  the  case,  with  his 
conclusions  as  follows: 

"  I  do  find  that  on  the  Ist  day  of  March,  1856,  the  plaintiffs 
sold  to  one  Fisher  A.  Fisher  312  tierces  of  lard,  at  10  J  cents  per 
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f'ouiul,  amounting,  in  tlie  whole,  to  $9,378.91,  for  cash;  that 
the  lanl  nas  delivered  by  the  plaintiffs,  to  Fisher  A.  Fisher, 
on  one  of  the  ^Ylul^ves  of  the  citj  of  New  York,  where  the 
same  was  weighed,  and  that  such  delivery  was  comijlcted  on 
the  evening  of  the  4th  of  March,  1866;  that,  on  the  morning  of 
the  next  day,  a  bill  of  parcels  of  the  lard,  showing  the  weight 
of  the  several  tierces,  the  tires  upon  the  same,  the  aggregate 
weight,  the  price  per  pound,  and  the  sum  total  due  for  the  lai\i, 
and  stating  tijat  the  terms  of  the  sale  were  cash,  was  presented 
by  the  plaintiffe  to  Fisher  A.  Fisher.    That  on  the  7th  day  of 
March,  1856,  the  plaintiffs  demanded  payment  of  said  bills,  which 
not  being  obtained,  a  similar  demand  was  made  on  the  8th  day 
of  March,  1856.    That,  the  amount  still  remaining  unpaid,  the 
plaintiff  a  day  or  two  afterwards,  made  another  demand  upon 
Fischer  for  the  same,  when  they  received  from  him  $2,000  on 
account  of  said  bills;  and  that  the  next  day  Fisher  A.  Fisher 
gave  to  the  plaintifls,  upon  their  demand  for  the  remainder 
due  them,  his  check  for  $5,000,  which  was  not  paid  on  pre- 
sentment, and  still  remains  due.     That  the  plaintiff  after  the 
delivery  of  the  lard,  did  not  on  any  occasion  demand  from 
Fisher  -\.  Fisher  that  the  lard  should  be  returned  to  them. 
That  the  said   Fisher  A.  Fisher,  on   the  5th  day  of  March, 
1856,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  before  that  time  had  and  re- 
ctfived  by  him  from  the  defendants  in  this  action,  duly  transfe^ 
red  to  them  fort^'-four  tierces  of  the  lard,  the  subject  matter  of 
this  action.     That  the  said  Fisher  A.  Fisher  £uled  in  business, 
and  susj>ended  his  payments  on  the  11th  day  of  March,  1856, 
and  on  the  same  day  made  an  assignment  of  all  his  property  to 
James  Lees,  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action,  preferring  the 
plain  tiff-*,  for  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  said  812 
tierces  of  lard,  in  the  second  class  of  preferred  creditors  under 
the  assignment ;  and  that  said  assignment  was  executed  as  well 
by  Fisher  A.  Fisher  as  by  the  said  James  Lees.      That  the 
said  Fisher  A.  Fisher  was  not,  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  ot 
the  lard,  aware  of  his  being  insolvent,  and  that  he  bought  the 
lanl  with  the  expectation  and  inienlioii  of  j  aying  for  the  same. 
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"  I  furtber  find,  as  a  conclusioQ  of  fact  in  this  case,  that  the 
delivery  of  the  312  tierces  of  lard,  by  the  plaintiffs,  to  Fisher  A, 
Fisher,  was  conditional,  upon  the  j  ayment  of  cash;  and  further, 
that  the  pUtuiiiffs  waived  ilte  said  condition^  and  that  the  said  oe- 
livery  became  absolute,  whereby  the  plaintiff  parted  with  the  title 
and  ownership  of  the  said  forty  four  tierces  of  lard  to  the  said 
Fisher  A.  Fisher,  and  to  the  defendants  claiming  under  him.  I 
further  find,  as  a  conclusion  of  fact,  that  the  purchase  was  not 
made  by  the  said  Fisher  A.  Fisher  with  any  fraudulent  intent, 
or  with  any  preconceived  design  of  not  paying  for  the  lard." 

Upon  these  facts,  the  referee  reported  in  &vor  of  the  defend- 
ants ;  and,  judgment  having  been  perfected  in  their  favor,  the 
plaintiffs  appealed. 

Luther  7ZL  Marshy  for  the  appellants. 

I.  The  sale  was  for  cash.  This  is  expressly  sworn  to,  and  is 
not  denied. 

II.  The  delivery  was  in  pursuance  of  the  contract,  and  on  the 
same  conditions.  There  was  no  waiver  of  the  terms  of  sale.  The 
delivery  of  the  bill  the  next  day,  expressing  that  it  was  for  cash, 
and  the  immediate  and  persistent  pursuit  (^f  the  cash,  show  (as 
well  as  the  testimony  of  the  purchaser  himself)  that  there  was  no 
intent  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  to  waive  that  condition.  The 
intent  of  the  parties  is  the  thiug  that  controls,  in  such  cases.  Thu 
following  are  some  of  the  principal  authorities  to  show  that  the 
intention  of  the  parties  governs,  as  to  whether  the  delivery  waives 
the  condition  of  sale.  Fui-niss  v.  Iloli,  8  Wend.  256,  261-2 ; 
liussell  V.  Minor,  22  Wend.  661 ;  Acker  v.  CamjAell,  23  Wend.  372; 
fjeven  v.  Smith,  1  Denio,  571 ;  Draper  v.  Jones,  11  Barb.  263 ;  Van 
Xeste  v.  Conover^  5  How.  Pr.  II.  148 ;  SmiOi  v.  Lynes,  1  Seld.  41 ; 
reversing  S.  C,  2  Sandf  203 ;  Ayuirrev.  Allen,  10  Barb.  74. 

IIL  If  the  sale  was  a  conditional  one  for  cash,  and  the  deliv- 
ery also  conditional,  then  the  property  continued  the  plaintiff's 
until  the  payment  of  the  oash  ;  jin.l,  until  tliat  time,  the  purchnscr, 
or  anj'  one  stancling  in  iii^  iljt'C',  \A  I  it  as  trustee  or  bailee  of  the 
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plaintiflf.     Herring  v.  Hoppock,  15  N.  Y.  R  (Smith)  409,  411, 412, 
414. 

lY.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  this  case,  to  consider  what  would 
have  been  the  effect  of  a  sale  by  Fisher  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
without  notice,  and  for  a  consideration  paid  at  the  time.  It  is 
enough  that  this  is  not  such  a  case.  The  defendants  stand  in  no 
better  situation  than  Fisher  would  have  done.  They  paid  noth 
ing  for  the  lard.  They  were  not  purchasers  for  value.  They 
took  it  as  security  merely  to  sell  for  Fisher's  account,  and,  unless 
roiinbnrsccl,  to  apply  the  proceeds  to  a  debt  for  previous  advances 
— for  advances  made  before  the  sale  of  the  lard  by  the  plaintiffs 
to  Fisher.  All  that  can  be  said  for  them  is,  that  they  stand  in 
the  same  position  as  Fisher.  Haggerty  v.  Palmer^  6  Johns.  Ch.  R 
437;  Ktder  v.  Field,  1  Paige,  312;  Ash  v.  Putnam,  1  Kill,  307; 
Acker  v.  Campbell,  23  Wend.  372  ;  Herring  v.  Hoppock,  15  N.  Y. 
R  (Smith)  409,  412. 

V.  Mr.  Fisher  was  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  purchasa  He 
knew  that  his  affairs  were  very  uncertain,  and  he,  immediately 
on  getting  this  lard,  and  before  payment,  turns  it  over  to  defend* 
ants  as  security  for  their  previous  advances.  This  was  fraudu- 
lent.   Keeler  v.  Field,  1  Paige,  312. 

Martin  <k  SmiUis,  for  the  respondents. 

I.  There  was  no  fraud  in  the  purchase  by  Fisher,  so  as  to  enti* 
tie  the  plaintiff  to  reclaim  the  lard  on  that  account.  He  bought 
it  in  good  faith,  and  intended  to  pay  for  it  The  referee  so  finds 
as  matter  of  fact,  and  his  finding  is  sustained  by  the  evidence. 
See  Lupin  v.  Marie,  G  Wend.  77. 

II.  The  title  passed  to  Fisher  by  the  delivery,  so  as  to  give 
him  authority  to  pledge  the  property  to  the  defendants.  Smith 
V.  Lynes,  1  Selti.  42.  1.  The  proof  was  conclusive  that  no  usage 
existed  such  as  that  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs;  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  was  proved  that  it  was  the  usage  to  dispose  of  the  prop- 
erty as  freely  before  payment  as  after. 

III.  The  right  of  reclamation,  if  any  existed,  was  waived  by 
the  plaintiffs.     1.  After  the  delivery,  and  after  several  days  hud 
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passed,  Fisher  paid,  and  the  plaintiiis  received,  $2,000  on  account. 
2.  Fisher  made  an  assignment,  preferring  the  claim  of  the  plain- 
tifis,  to  James  Lees,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  he  afterwards  paid 
to  the  plaintiff),  and  they  reoeived,  a  dividend  of  24  per  cent  on 
their  claim. 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — The  plaintilFs  in  this  case. 
Lees  &  Waller,  sold  to  one  Fisher  812  tierces  of  lird  at  lOJ  cents 
per  pound,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $9,378.91,  for  cash.  The 
lanl,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  which  was  on  the  17th  of  March, 
1856,  was  in  a  ship  lying  at  one  of  the  wharves  in  this  city.  The 
lard  was  landed  from  the  ship,  weighed  by  the  plaintiffs  upon 
the  wharf,  and  then  delivered  to  Fisher,  who,  having  sold  262 
tierces  of  it,  delivered  the  amount  sold  by  him  from  the  wharf  to 
the  various  parties  to  whom  he  had  sold  it  The  delivery  to 
Fisher  was  completed  on  the  4th  of  March,  that  is,  within  three 
days  after  the  sale ;  and  of  the  fifty  tierces  remaining,  after  the 
sale  by  him  of  the  262  as  above  stated,  six  were  sent  to  his  store, 
and  the  remaining  forty-four  tierces  were  delivered  by  Fisher, 
together  with  another  lot  of  lard,  all  being  included  in  one  invoice, 
to  the  defendants  on  the  oth  of  March,  1856,  in  pursuance  of  an 
agreement  previouply  made  by  him  with  them,  by  which  ihoy 
advanced  to  him  $10,000  in  cash,  and  $10,000  in  their  pa|>er,  in 
consideration  of  his  depositing  with  them  lard  as  securit\',  U^  be 
sold  by  them  on  his  account  unless  they  were  reimbursed — in 
pui-suance  of  which  agreement  Fisher,  at  the  time  this  arrange* 
ment  was  entered  into,  and  aft;crwards,  placed  in  their  hands  hird 
to  the  amount  of  nearly  $24,000  at  the  invoice  piice,  of  which 
lard,  so  deposited,  these  forty-four  tierces  formed  a  part.  This 
deposit  of  the  forty-four  tierces  was  made,  as  suggested,  on  the 
5th  of  March,  1856,  on  which  day  the  plaintiffs  presented  their 
bill  to  Fisher,  containing  the  weight,  tare,  &c.,  of  the  312  tierces, 
and  left  it  for  examination,  it  being  usual  for  the  purchaser  to 
examine  the  return,  calculations,  &c.,  and  compare  them  with  his 
own  figures.  Two  days  after,  the  plaintiffs'  clerk  called,  that  is, 
on  the  7tli.  AoJ  asked  Fisher  for  the  Ciisli,  but  did  not  get  it    lie 
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called  the  following  day  with  the  same  result,  and  again  a  day  or 
two  after,  when  Fisher  gave  him  a  check  for  $2,000  on  account^ 
Fisher  saying  that  that  wa.s  all  that  he  could  give  that  day,  and 
which  check  was  paid.  A  day  or  two  after,  Mr.  Lees,  one  of  the 
plaintifls,  called,  when  Fisher  gave  the  plaintiffs  a  check  for 
§5,000,  which  was  not  paid  at  presentment  On  the  11th  of 
March,  1S56,  the  day  of  the  date  of  this  $5,000  check,  Fislier 
failed ;  and,  at  2  o'clock  P.  M.  of  that  day,  executed  a  general 
assignment  to  tlie  plaintiff  Lees  for  the  benefit  of  creditors;  in 
wliich  assignment  the  sum  remaining  due  to  the  plaintiffs  Lecsi 
AVallcr,  for  the  lard  sold,  was  included  in  a  class  of  preferrc.l  debt5j 
upon  which  the  plaintiffs  have  received  24  per  cent,  from  ihe 
assigned  estate.  The  present  action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiffs 
Lees  &  Waller  to  recover  from  the  defendants  the  value  of  these 
fortj'-four  tierces,  upon  the  ground  that  no  title  to  them  ever 
vested  in  Fisher,  and  that  he  could  therefore  transfer  none  to  the 
defendants,  the  plaintiffs  having  demanded  the  forty-four  tierces, 
and  the  defendants  having  refused  to  give  them  up. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  referee  has  found  that  the  plaintiffs 
parted  with  the  title  and  ownership  of  the  forty-four  tierces,  and 
I  think  he  was  justified,  by  the  evidence,  in  so  finding.  This 
was  a  sale  of  a  large  quantity  of  merchandise  for  cash.  The  gen- 
eral rule  deduced  by  the  elementary  writers,  from  the  cases  that 
have  been  determined,  is,  that  where  no  time  is  fixed  for  pay- 
ment, payment  and  di/livery  are  to  be  simultaneous  acts,  and  the 
seller  is  not  bound  to  deliver  until  payment  is  tendered.  Story 
on  Cont.  §  803 ;  2  Kent's  Com.  490.  This  rule  will  apply  very 
well  upon  the  sale  of  a  single  chattel,  as  in  the  case  put  to  illus- 
trate it  in  Shephard's  Touchstone,  221 — the  sale  of  a  horse;  but 
it  is  scarcely  applicable  in  the  sale  of  a  large  quantity  of  merchan- 
dise, the  delivery  of  which  may  occupy  considerable  time,  and  in 
which  some  time  must  also  intervene  to  enable  the  buyer  to 
asctTiain  the  correctness  of  the  weights,  to  adjust  the  taix;  upon 
the  diffurcnt  j)ackages,  and  generally  to  ascertain  the  quality  and 
con-iiii'  •»!  (,['  il-c  mMjliundisc  received.  As  a  matter  of  necessity, 
thcrefun^  :i  tiii.-tom  has  giown  up  in  this  city,  in  the  Siilcs  of 
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mercbandise  in  quantity,  and  which  was  prove«i  before  the  referee, 
of  allowing  from  a  week  to  ten  days  for  this  purpose,  during 
which  period  no  interest  is  charged  upon  the  sale  by  the  seller. 
It  was  further  proved,  that  when  the  buyer  has  received  Hhc 
goods,  he  has,  by  the  custom,  full  control  of  them  ;  and  tliat  it  is 
the  universal  custom  for  the  buyer  to  sell  them  freely  during  this 
time,  as  well  before  payment  as  after,  though  it  would  seem  tliat, 
if  the  goods  were  sold  to  a  stranger,  it  is  not  the  cu-tom  to  deliver 
until  the  price  is  paid,  unless  the  buyer  is  well  satisfied  about 
Lim.  The  parties  in  this  case  must  be  regarded  as  having  con- 
tracted with  reference  to  this  usage.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
case  to  show  that  they  did  not.  Fisher  was  not  a  stranger.  He 
was  a  merchant  doing  business  in  this  city  at  84  Br^ad  street. 
According  to  the  witness,  his  business  was  buying  to  sell  again, 
and  he  had  dealt  with  the  plaintiffs'  house,  and  their  predecessors, 
since  the  house  was  farmed,  more  or  less  for  four  or  five  years, 
the  plaintiffs  having  frequently  sold  lard  to  him  before.  There 
was  no  fraud — no  pretence  that  he  had  wrongfully  obtained  tijc 
possession  of  the  merchandise  by  any  device  or  fraudulent  repre- 
sentation. It  was  a  fair  sale  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business. 
He  had  a  large  amount  of  property  at  the  time,  in  this  city  and 
in  Europe,  amounting  to  from  $150,000  to  $17r),000.  He  had 
not,  at  the  time,  as  he  testified,  any  reason  to  suppose  that  he 
would  not  be  able  to  pay  for  this  lard,  and  his  failure  within  a 
week  afler  the  delivery  of  it,  that  is,  on  the  11th  of  March,  18  7*6, 
up  to  which  period  he  continued  all  his  payments,  was  occasioned 
by  advices  from  Europe,  on  the  lOih,  of  a  large  loss  upon  a  sale 
of  lard  there — lard  having  depreciated  in  consequence  of  the  con- 
firmation of  the  news  of  peace  between  Russia  and  the  allied 
powers,  which  created  a  panic  in  the  public  mind  in  relation  to 
lard  and  tallow,  of  the  first  of  which  he  appears  to  have  been  a 
heavy  holder. 

There  was,  then,  in  this  case,  a  surrender  of  the  merchandise 
into  the  possession  of  the  buyer,  induced  by  no  fraud,  and  unac- 
companied by  any  condition  that  he  should  not  have  the  right  to 
sell  an  1  dispo.se  of  it  until  ho  pail  t'.ie  pri 'o.     The  law  in  respect 
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to  a  conditional  delivery  upon  the  sale  of  goods  is  very  well  stated 
by  Vice-chancellor  McCouN  in  Buck  v.  Grimskaw^  (1  Edw.  Ch. 
R.  14C) :  "  Whether  a  sale  and  delivery  be  conditional  or  not^ 
depends  upon  the  particular  f  icts  and  circnmstances  of  each  case. 
It  may  be  the  subject  of  express  stipulation  in  the  contract  of  sale, 
or  a  matter  of  subsequent  agreement  when  the  delivery  is  made; 
or  it  mav  be  inferred,  from  the  course  of  the  transaction  and  the 
usage  of  a  particular  trade,  that  the  vendor  did  not  intend  to 
make,  or  the  vendee  to  receive,  an  absolute  and  unconditional 
delivery.  But  the  condition  must  be  made  to  a2)2jear  as  matter 
of  evidence,  otherwise  the  legal  presumption  would  follow,  from 
the  fact  of  the  purchasers  being  in  the  actual  possession  of  the 
goods,  that  the  delivery  was  an  absolute  one."  In  ^Sniith  v.  Lynes^ 
(1  Scld.  41),  Paige,  J.,  referring  to  a  sale  of  goods  on  condition 
of  being  paid  for  on  delivery  in  cash  or  commercial  paper,  de- 
clares that  "  the  vendor,  to  avoid  a  waiver  of  the  condition  of 
Side,  must  cither  refuse  to  deliver  the  goods  without  porforrnanoe 
of  the  condition,  or  he  must  make  (he  delivery^  at  the  time^  qufdljied 
and  coftdiliotud,^^ — citing  Lupiti  v.  Maries  6  Wend.  81,  and  otlier 
adjudged  cases  determining  this  to  be  the  law ;  and  all  the  cases 
relating  to  conditional  delivery  are  to  the  eft'ect  that  it  must  ap- 
pCiU',  from  the  circumstances,  inuc  ic  wus  the  lulenl  of  ihc  |>urtie5 
that  the  delivery  should  be  conditional — that  is,  that  the  property 
should  not  vest  in  the  buyer ;  that  he  sliould  not  have  the  right 
to  use  or  dispose  of  it  until  he  had  comiJied  with  the  condition 
upon  which  it  was  sold.  Jfussey  v.  Thoridon^  4  Mass.  405 ;  Whit- 
welly,  Vincent^  4  Pick.  449 ;  Keehr  v.  Fldd^  1  Paige,  812 ;  Fwniss 
V.  IIoUj  8  Wend.  256 ;  Uaggerty  v.  Palmer^  (5  Johns.  Ch.  R.  437 ; 
Russell  V.  Minor,  22  Wend.  664 ;  Mills  v.  Halhck,  2  Edw.  Ch,  R 
652;  Coptlnid  v.  B'jsquci,  4  Wash.  C.  R.  588;  U  WoI/y.  Bahbet, 
4  Mason,  294;  Barret  v.  Pritchard,  2  Pick.  512 ;  Buck  v.Gn'tn^Iiaw, 
sujyra;  Bishop  v.  Shilito^  2  B.  &  Aid.  329,  vote,  AVherc  there  is 
nothing  in  the  circumstances  to  show  that  the  delivery  was  thua 
qualified,  the  mere  feet  that  the  sale  was  for  cash  will  not,  of 
itself,  be  snfiicient  to  warrant  the  legal  inference  that  the  deliv- 
ery is  conditional,  and  thot  no  title  is  intended  to  pass  to  the 
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buyer  until  the  cash  is  paid.  This  was  expressly  detcrminccl  in 
Chapnain  ik  Sclioohrajl  v.  Latlirop,  (6  Cow.  110),  in  which  it  was 
held  tliat,  where  gotxls  are  sold  upon  the  condition  that  they  are 
to  be  iiai.l  f«)r  in  cash,  and  they  are  delivered  without  payment, 
the  }>rt)perty  passes,  and  the  condition  is  waived.  In  that  case, 
a  quantity  of  merchandise  was  sold  for  cash,  and  delivered.  The 
next  day  pfi3'ment  was  demanded,  and  the  buyer  oHored  a  note 
endorsed  by  the  seller,  and  the  residue  in  cash,  which  the  seller 
refiiscd  to  receive.  A  fortnight  after  the  property  was  demanded, 
but  the  buyer  refused  to  give  it  up.  The  seller  brought  trover, 
and  it  was  held,  upon  the  grounds  above  stated,  that  he  could 
not  recover ;  that  the  property  passed  to  the  buyer,  and  that  the 
plaintitf 's  remedy  was  an  aoiion  for  the  price.  To  the  same  effect 
was  Uaawell  v.  Huni^  cited  in  Toohe  y.  Hollingworth^  6  Term  R. 
231.  A  parcel  of  tobacco  was  sold,  to  be  paid  for  in  ready  mo- 
ney. The  plaintiff's  servant  delivered  it  without  any  order  from 
bis  master  to  demand  the  money,  and  it  was  held  that  the  title 
was  vested  in  the  buyer,  who  had  become  a  bankrupt  on  the  day 
when  the  tobacco  was  delivered.  My  conclusion,  from  the  au- 
thorities, is,  that  in  a  cash  sale  to  a  solvent  buyer,  whore  there  is 
no  fraud,  no  art  or  device  used  to  obtain  possession,  but  the  goods 
are  voluntarily  delivered  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  course  of 
business  that  the  title  passes  to  the  buyer  by  the  act  of  delivery, 
and  that  he  has,  with  the  possession,  the  right  of  immediate  dis- 
position, unless  there  are  cirqumstances  indicating,  and  clearly 
showing,  that  the  intent  was  that  the  delivery  should  be  merely 
conditional — that  no  title  should  pass  until  the  cash  was  paid ; 
and  that  it  rests  with  the  party,  who  claims  such  to  have  been 
the  fact,  to  establish  and  make  it  out.  The  cases  cited  by  the 
appellant  do  not  conflict  with  this  doctrine.  In  Leven  v.  Smith 
(1  Denio,  671,)  the  plaintifiEs  instructed  their  clerk  not  to  deliver 
the  goods,  tinlesB  upon  payment  of  the  money.  He  took  the 
goods^  consisting  of  several  packages  of  shoes,  to  the  defendant's 
Btore,  with  the  bill.  The  packages  were  compared  with  the  bill, 
were  found  to  be  correct;  and  the  defendant  offered  the  clerk  a 
note  of  the  plaintiff)',  and  eight  dollars  in  cash,  in  payment.  The 
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clerk  declined  to  receive  the  note,  but  said  be  would  see  the 
plaintiff,  and  take  bis  directions.     He  accordingly  lefl,  was  absent 
but  four  or  five  minutes,  when  he  returned  with  the  plaintiff's 
answer  that  he  would  not  receive  payment  in  that  way,  and  with 
instructions  to  take  back  the  goods.     The  clerk  demanded  the 
return  of  the  goods  or  the  payment  of  the  bill  in  money,  which 
the  defendant  refused.    It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might  main- 
tjiia  replevin;  and  it  was  very  clear,  in  that  case,  that  there  was 
an  intention,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  not  to  deliver  unle.ss  the 
money  was  paid.     The  decision  was  in  conformity  with  Bishop 
V.  ShtUio^  (2  Barn.  &  Aid.  331,  nofe),  in  which  it  was  held  that  if 
a  tradesman  sell  goods  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery,  and  his  servant, 
by  mistake,  delivers  them  without  receiving  the  money,  the  trades- 
man, after  a  demand  and  refusal,  may  maintain  trover  against  the 
purchaser.    In  Van  NesU  v.  Conovtr  (5  How.  Pr.  148,)  the  sale 
was  for  cash,  payable  on  delivery. — Edmokds,  J.,  says :  "  The 
agreement  was  vary  precise  that  the  com  was  to  be  paid  for  on 
delivery ;  and,  unless  so  paid  for,  was  not  to  become  (he  property  of 
UiC  dtfendanL     Of  course,  if  such  was  the  agreement,  the  delivery 
was  conditional,  and  there  was  no  waiver,  the  bill  having  been 
presented  with  the  delivery  of  the  last  parcel,  and  payment  de- 
manded the  following  day."    In  Draper  v.  Jones  (11  Barb.  263,) 
the  sale  was  not  complete.    The  terms  were  not  finally  adjusted. 
The  goods  were  delivered  with  the  understanding  that  they  would 
be  sold  at  a  credit  of  four  months,  upon  security  satisfiictory  to 
the  sellers,  and,  until  it  was  ascertained  what  security  would  be 
sati^actory  to  them,  there  was  no  sale,  though  the  goods  had 
been  delivered.    The  minds  of  the  parties  had  not  met     The 
contract  was  not  concluded.    It  was  open  for  the  buyer  to  pro- 
pose, and  for  the  sellers  to  determine  whether  they  would  receive 
what  should  be  proposed  by  him  as  the  security ;  and,  before 
that  could  be  ascertained,  and  while  the  contract  was  in  this  un- 
settled state,  the  defendant  fieiiled.    It  was  very  clear,  in  such  a 
case,  that  he  acquired  no  title.    In  Aguirre  v.  Allen^  (10  Barb.  76), 
which  was  in  affirmance  of  a  judgment  rendered  in  this  court, 
the  question  here  considered  did  not  aiise — the  goods,  in  that  case, 
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were  paid  for;  and  Acher  v.  Campbell  (23  Wend.  372,)  was  de- 
cided upon  the  ground  of  fraud :  while,  in  Herring  v.  IIoppoclc^ 
(15  N.  Y.  R.  409),  there  was  an  express  stipulation,  in  writing, 
that  Herring  was  not  to  part  with,  nor  were  the  buyers  to  acquire, 
any  title  to  the  safe  until  the  note,  given  for  the  purchase  money, 
was  fully  paid.  If  the  agreement  had  been  drawn  in  view  of  all 
the  authorities,  it  could  not  have  been  more  precise. 

In  all  these  cases,  therefore,  the  intention  to  make  the  delivery 
conditional  is  plainly  inferable  from  the  circumstances,  while  in 
this  case  there  is  nothing  from  which  any  such  intention  could 
be  inferred.  Fisher  and  the  plaintiff  were  both  doing  business  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  and,  in  making  this  sale,  they  must  be  re- 
garded as  contracting  with  reference  to  a  usage  prevailing  here, 
when  nothing  appears  denoting  a  different  or  contrary  intention. 
By  that  usage  it  is  customary  for  the  buyer  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  what  he  buys  immediately  upon  receiving  it,  without  waiting 
until  it  is  paid  for,  which  is  illustrated  in  this  case  by  Fisher  dis- 
jxxsing  of  five-sixths  of  this  lanl,  in  the  course  of  its  delivery,  to 
various  purchasers,  delivering  their  respective  parcels  to  them 
on  the  wharf  where  he  received  it.  That  such  a  usage  should 
prevail  in  a  great  commercial  mart,  where  merchandise  is  con- 
stantly changing  hands,  is  manifest.  Goods  must  be  constantly 
bought,  predicated  upon  orders  received  for  them,  or  where  the 
buyer,  contemporaneous  with  their  purchase,  has  arranged  for 
their  resale,  in  which  he  becomes  a  mere  conduit  in  their  trans^ 
fcr  to  other  purchasers.  It  would  be  a  serious  clog  upon  the 
facility  of  commercial  transactions,  if  solvent  buyers  for  cash 
were  precluded  from  making  any  disposition  of  the  goods  de- 
livered to  them,  until  they  had  arranged  and  paid  for  them.  It 
must  frequently  be  the  case,  that  the  agreement  of  the  buyer  to 
pay  cash  is  founded  upon  his  ability  to  dispose  of  them  to  ano- 
ther for  cash  at  a  profit,  and  in  which  the  c&sh  received  on  the 
resale  is  relied  upon  as  the  fund  for  the  payment  of  the  original 
purchase.  The  law  goes  far  enough  when  it  holds  that  no  title 
is  acquired  by  delivery  where  the  possession  is  obtained  by 
fraud,  and  recognizes  the  right  of  the  sel!er  to  impocr\  as  a  con- 
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dilion,  that  no  title  shall  be  acquired  by  the  bu3'er  by  delivery, 
until  the  prlca  is  paid,  as  well  as  the  vendor's  right,  in  case  of 
insolvency,  to  stop  the  goods  in  trausilu,  before  the  delivery  is 
complete.  Beyond  this,  full  effect  should  be  given  to  any  com- 
mercial usage  which  recognizes  the  right  of  property  as  in  the 
buyer,  where  it  is  voluntarily  delivered  to  him,  untainted  by 
fraud  and  untrammcled  by  conditions,  whether  it  bo  what  is 
termed  a  cash  sale,  or  a  sale  upon  time.  It  is  much  better  to 
rely  upon  and  give  effect  to  those  usages  which  have  sprung  up 
as  the  fruit  of  the  experience  of  those  engaged  in  the  conduct 
and  management  of  business,  the  utility,  propriety,  and  necessity 
of  which  is  manifest  from  their  general  recognition,  than  to  de- 
vise rules  for  the  disposition  of  commercial  cases  which  have  not, 
like  the  former,  the  test  of  experience.  I^  then,  the  plaintiff 
delivered  the  lard  to  Fisher  with  the  mutual  understanding,  in- 
ferable from  the  usage,  that  he  was  at  liberty  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  it,  which,  as  resf>ects  the  greater  part  of  it,  it  appears  that  he 
did  as  socn  as  it  was  delivered  to  him,  they  transferred,  and  meant 
to  transfer,  the  title.  The  right  to  dispose  of  it  before  payment 
necessarily  implies  that  the  property  was  in  him,  and  that  they 
looked  to  and  relied  upon  his  personal  responsibility  for  pay- 
ment 

If  any  doubt  could  exist,  it  is  removed  by  the  ground  upon 
which  the  referee  placed  his  decision,  that  they  afterwards  accepted 
part  of  the  purchase  money.  If  a  sale  is  conditional,  the  seller 
is  bound  to  exact  the  performance  of  the  condition,  either  at  the 
time  of  the  delivery,  or  within  a  very  short  time  afler wards,  or 
he  will  be  deemed  to  have  waived  it.  Lupin  v.  Uarie^  6  Wend. 
77 ;  Mills  V.  llullock,  3  Edw.  Ch.  R.  652 ;  Furniss  v.  UoU,  8 
Wend.  247 ;  Ilennequin  v.  Samis,  25  Wend.  641 ;  Oangus  y. 
fJnnisj  2  Mason,  236.  That  this  was  not  such  a  sale,  is  apparent 
from  the  plaintiffs'  accepting  $2,000  of  the  purchase  money  five 
days  after  the  delivery,  and  afler  two  demands  had  been  made 
for  payment.  That  very  materially  changed  the  position  of  the 
parties  as  respects  the  right  of  reclamation,  even  if  the  delivery 
had  been  conditional.     If  the  conditioc  is  not  performed,  the 
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seller  may  reclaim  the  property,  and,  upon  demand  and  refusal, 
may  maintain  an  action  for  the  wrongful  detention.  lAivin  y. 
Smith,  1  Denio,  571 ;  Hennequin  v.  Sands,  25  Wend.  640  ;  Her 
ring  v.  Hoppock,  15  N.  Y.  R.  409.  To  place  themselves  in  a 
position  to  maintain  such  an  action,  the  plaintifi^  would  have  to 
return,  or  offer  to  return,  the  $2,000  they  had  received.  This 
they  did  not  do,  or  offer  to  do.  On  the  contrary,  they  not  only 
kept  the  money,  but,  within  two  days  after  it  was  paid,  Fisher 
made  an  assignment  of  all  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  credit- 
ors to  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  which  assignment  the  residue  of 
the  purchase  money,  $7,878.91,  was  included  in  a  list  of  pre- 
ferred debts,  as  a  debt  due  and  owing  by  Fisher  to  then), 
and  upon  which  they  have  received  a  dividend  of  24  per  cent 
All  these  acts  are  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  a 
right  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^  to  reclaim  from  Fisher  the 
312  tierces  of  lard,  upon  the  ground  that  the  delivery  was  con- 
ditional, and  the  condition  has  not  been  performed,  but  are 
reconcilable  only  upon  the  assumption  that  the  transfer  of  the 
property  to  him  was  absolute.  It  is  suggested  to  us  that  the 
plaintiff  Waller  cannot  be  affected  by  the  assignment  to  his  part* 
ner  Lees,  which  was  made  to  Lees  individually ;  but  the  acts  of 
either  party,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  or  affect  this  transaction, 
may  be  looked  to  when  the  object  is  to  ascertain  the  intent  with 
which  the  property  was  delivered  by  the  firm  to  Fisher.  It  is 
said  by  Wagkr,  Senator,  in  Bussell  v.  Minor,  (22  Wend.  670), 
as  the  result  of  his  examination  of  the  authorities,  "  that  the 
property  will  be  considered  as  passing  whenever,  from  the  cir 
cumstances  proved,  the  party  might  be  considered  as  trusting  to 
the  ability  and  readiness  of  the  vendee  to  perform  the  agreement 
on  his  part,  and  had,  therefore,  waived  his  right  to  insist  upon 
strict  payment  or  performance,  on  the  part  of  the  vendee,  as  a 
condition  to  passing  the  title."  The  evidence  before  the  referee, 
in  my  judgment,  established  such  a  case,  and  his  report  should 
be  confirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Vol.  IL  12 
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George  S.  Mendell  v.  Richard  French. 

Whore  the  evidence  ia  conflicting,  the  finding  of  the  justice  will  not  be  disturbed  on 
appeal  from  a  district  courts  unless  the  evidence  against  the  finding  so  greatly  pre- 
ponderates as  to  warrant  the  presumption  of  corruption,  bias,  or  partiality. 

It  is  not  enough,  in  such  a  case,  to  warrant  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  that  the  oC'Utt 
may  be  of  opinion  that,  as  the  evidence  appears  on  paper,  they  would  liave  found 
difiPerently. 

Appeal,  by  plaintiff,  from  a  judgment  of  the  First  District 
'Court  The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  assignee  of 
one  S.  F.  Mossman,  who  kept  a  bullion  office.  The  defendaut 
is  proprietor  of  a  hotel,  and  W.  S.  Bennett  was,  in  January,  1858, 
his  bookkeeper  and  bartender.  Mossman  testified  that  he  was  in 
the  habit  of  supplying  the  defendant  with  change,  and  in  Janu- 
ary, 1858,  delivered  $100  worth  to  Bennett,  taking  from  him  a 
due  bill  in  these  words : 

"  New  Yokk,  January  28th,  1858. 
$100.00.        Due  T.  Mossman,  one  hundred  for  change. 

[Signed]  E.  French, 

W.  S.  B.'' 

The  signature  was  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Bennett  Mr. 
Mossman  testified  that  he  was  referred,  by  the  defendant,  to  Mr. 
Bennett  as  the  proper  person  to  whom  to  give  the  change ;  an  J 
that  Bennett  told  him,  in  the  defendant's  presence,  that  he  was 
authorized  to  sign  the  defendant's  name.  The  defendant  denied 
that  he  had  been  accustomed  to  get  change  from  Mossman ;  averr- 
ed that  Bennett  was  never  authorized  to  get  the  money  on  his 
.account,  and  had  in  fact  used  the  money  for  himself  The  justice 
rendered  judgment  for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Bogardvs  Jk  Bwwn^  for  the  appellant 

A.  Woodman^  for  the  respondent 

Brady,  J. — A  perusal  of  the  testimony  in  this  case  shows  it 
to  be  conflicting.    In  such  cases  the  finding  cannot  be  disturbed. 
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unless  the  evidence  against  it  so  greatly  preponderates  as  to  war- 
rant the  inference  of  bias,  corruplion,  or  partiality,  even  although 
the  court  may  be  of  opinion,  as  the  evidence  appears  on  paper,  that 
they  should  have  found  differently.  MazeUi  v.  The  N.  Y.  &  Har- 
lent  RR.  Co.,  8  K  D.  Smith,  98. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Aabon  Solomon  v.  Abraham  Waas,  akd  Maria  Waas  his 

Wife. 

Prior  to  the  Code,  a  husband  might  be  arrested  for  %  tort  committed  by  his  wife,  was 
bound  to  pat  in  bail  for  both,  and  after  judgment  she  might  be  charged  in  execu- 
tion with  him;  but  if  arrested  before^  she  would  be  discharged  upon  proof  of  her 
coverture. 

The  law  in  this  respect  has  not  been  changed  by  the  provisions  of  the  Code. 

An  agent  to  whom  goods  are  entrusted  to  sell  upon  commission,  who  afterwards 
claims  to  have  bought  them  from  the  principal,  and  upon  that  ground  reftiaes  to 
give  the  principal  any  account  of  what  be  has  done^  or  to  return  the  goods,  majr 
be  treated  as  having  converted  them. 

Where  the  right  to  arrest  the  defendant  is  derived  from  the  nature  of  the  action — 
f.  y.,  where  the  action  is  against  an  agent  for  the  conversion  of  goods  delivered  to 
him  to  sell  upon  commissionr— the  defendant  will  not  be  allowed,  upon  a  motion 
to  discharge  from  arrest,  to  introduce  affidavits  to  prove  that  no  cause  of  ao- 
tion  exists. 

Anonymotu  case  (2  Doer,  613,)  and  Tracy  v.  Ldand  (2  Sand£  629,)  examined  and 
disapproved. 

Appeal  from  an  order  at  special  term  vacating  an  order 
of  arrest  The  plaintiff  is  the  general  assignee,  for  the  bene- 
fit of  creditors,  of  Marianna  and  Elizabeth  De  Young,  and 
brought  this  action  to  recover  for  goods  alleged  to  have  been 
entrusted  by  the  De  Youngs  to  the  defendant  Maria  Waas,  as 
their  agent^  to  be  sold  upon  commission.  The  plaintiff  obtained 
an  order  for  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  Abraham  Waas.  This 
order  was  based  chiefly  upon  the  affidavit  of  Marianna  De  Young, 
in  which  she  alleged  that  she  and  Elizabeth  De  Young  delivered 
to  Maria  Waas,  iis  agent  of  the  De  Youngs,  certain  laces,  em- 
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broideries,  &c.,  worth  $470.57,  to  be  sold  on  oommission ;  that 
Maria  Waas  was  such  agent  for  a  long  period,  with  the  assent  of 
her  husband ;  that  the  deponent  afterwards  demanded  the  goods, 
or  the  proceeds  of  them,  from  defendants,  but  they  refused  to  de- 
liver tliem,  the  defendant  Maria  saying  she  had  bought  them,  and 
could  not  settle  for  them,  and  she  had  nothing  to  settle  for.  The 
assignment  of  the  claim  to  the  plaintiff,  and  a  demand  by  him, 
were  also  shown. 

The  defendant  Abraham  Waas  moved,  at  special  term,  to  va- 
cate the  order  of  arrest  obtained  against  him.  The  motion  was 
granted ;  and,  from  the  order  entered  thereon,  the  plaintiff  miw 
appealed. 

John  A.  Godfrey,  for  the  appellant 

Edmon  Blankmany  for  the  respondent. 

I.  The  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  an  order  of  arrest  against 
either  of  the  defendants  in  the  first  instanoei  because,  1«  In  an 
action  against  husband  and  wife,  for  a  tort  committed  by  the 
wife,  neither  defendants  can  be  arrested.  8  How.  Pr.  R  134; 
1  Duer,  613.  2.  That  by  the  common  law,  a  married  woman  is 
exempt  from  arrest  (or  mesne  process)  in  all  cases  whatever. 
Code  1857,  p.  288,  nole  G.  &.  The  Code  does  not  authorize  the 
arrest  of  the  husband,  in  any  action  founded  on  the  contract  or 
tori  of  the  wife.  8  How.  Pr.  R.  134 ;  1  Duer,  618 ;  Tracy  v. 
Lelatid,  3  Code  Rep.  47 ;  2  Sandford,  729. 

II.  The  question,  upon  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest, 
is  whether,  upon  the  whole  case,  as  made  by  the  affidavits  ou 
both  sides,  the  court,  if  called  upon  to  act  upon  the  application 
as  res  nova,  would  grant  the  order  of  arrest  K  it  would,  then 
the  motion  to  vacate  should  be  denied.  But  if,  after  hearing 
both  parties  upon  the  question,  it  should  appear  that  a  case  for 
arrest  has  not  been  made  out,  the  order  should  be  vacated.  Okor 
pin  v.  Seeley,  18  How.  498. 

By  the  court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — A  man  is  answerable  to  a 
third  person,  at  the  common  law,  for  acts  or  injuries  done  by  his 
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wife,  if  they  afford  ground  for  a  civil  action.  Heard  v.  Briscoe^ 
6  Car.  &  P.  484,  The  wife,  during  the  existence  of  coverture, 
cannot  be  arrested  upon  mesne  process.  To  use  the  language  of 
Blackstone,  by  marriage  the  husband  and  wife  became  one  per- 
son in  law,  that  is,  the  yery  being,  or  legal  existence  of  the  wo- 
man, is  suspended  during  the  marriage;  incorporated  or  consoli- 
dated into  that  of  the  husband.  1  Bl.  Com.  442.  Such  being 
the  legal  effect  of  the  relation,  the  liability  of  the  husband  for  tire 
wife's  tort  or  quasi  delict^  to  quote  the  language  of  Mr.  Macqueen, 
'^  stands  u|X)n  a  principle  of  necessity,  as  well  as  justice.  For  the 
wife  alone  cannot  be  sued  in  such  a  case,  and  if  the  husband 
were  also  protected  from  rosponsibility,  the  injured  party  would 
be  entirely  without  redress."  Macqueen  on  Husband  and  Wife, 
part  1,  p.  127.  As  the  law  stood  in  this  state  prior  to  the  Code, 
a  husband  might  be  arrested  for  a  tort  committed  by  his  wife, 
and  was  boxmd  to  put  in  bail  for  both.  After  judgment,  she 
might  be  charged  in  execution  with  her  husband,  but,  if  arrested 
before  judgment,  she  would  be  discharged  upon  proof  of  her  co- 
verture, and  on  filing  oommon  bail  Cornish  y.  Marks,  6  Mod. 
17 ;  1  Id.  8 ;  Ventris,  49 ;  Crookes  y.  Fry,  1  Bar.  &  Aid.  166 ; 
Taylor  v.  IFAiYofer,  2  Dow.  &  By.  225 ;  Clark  v.  Norris,  1  H.  Bl. 
235 ;  Bussell  v.  Buchanan,  6  Price,  189 ;  Bangstaff  v.  Bain,  1 
Wils.  149 ;  PiUs  v.  MUUr,  Strg.  1167 ;  Fi^ush  v.  Duddin,  Id.  1287 ; 
Berfimnn  y.  Qilbert,  Barnes,  208 ;  Graham's  Pract.  (2d  ed.)  127 ; 
1  Tidd's  Pract  (9th  Lond.  ed.)  194 ;  see,  also,  luins  v.  Buffer,  7 
EUU  k  Bl.  159. 

Is  there  anything  in  the  Code  that  has  changed  the  liability 
3f  the  husband  to  be  arrested  for  the  tort  of  the  wife?  In  an 
[inonymoufl  case  in  2d  Duer  (618,)  Judge  Campbell  is  reported 
to  have  been  of  opinion  that  the  Code,  ^*  in  its  reasonable  oonstruo 
lion,^  does  not  authorize  the  arrest  of  the  husband  in  any  action 
founded  solely  upon  the  contract  or  tort  of  the  wife.  The  action 
was  assault  and  battery  committed  by  the  wife,  and  he  dis- 
sharged  the  husband  from  arrest,  it  is  said,  after  consultation 
A'ith  the  other  judges,  who  approved  his  decision.  It  would 
lave  been  more  satisfactory  if  an  opinion  had  been  given,  and 
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the  part  or  parts  of  tlie  Code  indicated  or  pointed  out  whicli  ad- 
mitted of  or  warranted  this  construction.     To  say  that  the  Code, 
"  in  its  reasonable  construction,"  lias  changed  the  law,  and  taken 
away  a  right  that  existed  before,  \Yithout  naming  or  pointing 
to  the  section,  provision,  or  language  that  has  had  that  effect^  is, 
to  say  the  least  of  it^  a  very  loose  way  of  determining  a  very  im- 
portant question.    A  plaintiff  had  the  right,  before  the  Code,  to 
arrest  the  husband  for  a  tort  committed  by  the  wife,  and  he  has 
that  right  still,  (2  Kent's  Com.  149 ;  Eeeve's  Dom.  Bel.  72),  unless 
the  Code  has  abrogated  it,  or  taken  it  away.     I  find  no  provision 
in  the  Code  touching  the  subject,  or  whicb,  by  the  most  liberal 
construction,  could  be  regarded  as  changing  the  law.    It  has 
not  changed  the  legal  relation  of  man  and  wife.     They  are  not 
the  less  one  person  in  the  law  now,  than  they  were  before. 
For  the  tort  of  the  wife,  the  husband  can  still  be  sued.    He  is 
a  necessary  party,  for  she  cannot  be  sued  alone.     Code,  §  114; 
Hoach  V.  Quick,  9  Wend.  288.    Both  are  chargeable  for  a  wrong 
done  by  the  wife,  and  both   must  be  joined  as  defendants. 
Comyn's  Digest,  tit.  Pleader,  2  A  3 ;  MarUl  v.  Fiestal,  2  K  D. 
Smith,  91 ;  Becvc's  Dom.  Bel.  69.    Nor  can  they  even  plead 
separately  ;  both  must  join  in  the  plea.     Tampian  v.  Xeivson 
and  wife,  Yelv.  210.     He  is,  therefore,  a  necessary  defendant 
in  the  action,  and,  as  the  wife  never  could  be  arrested,  the  179tli 
section,  which  declares  that  the  defendant  may  be  arrested  where 
the  action  is  for  injuring,  or  for  wrongfully  taking,  detaining,  or 
converting  proj^erty,  must  be  applicable  to  him.     The  only  pro- 
vision that  has  any  bearing  upon  the  subject,  is  that  part  of  sec- 
tion 179  which  declares  that  no  female  shall  bo  arrested  in  any 
action,  except  for  a  wilful  injury  to  person,  character,  or  prop- 
erty, which  did  not  materially  change  the  law,  the  Bevised  Stat- 
utes of  1829  having  provided  that  no  female  should  be  impris- 
oned in  any  civil  action  founded  upon  contract,  (2  Bev.  Stat  428); 
and  the  provision  of  section  114,  that  when  a  married  woman  is 
a  party,  her  husband  must  be  joined  with  her,  so  far  as  it  affects 
this  question,  was  merely  afiirmatory  of  the  existing  law.     I  urn 
utterly  at  a  loss  to  conceive  u{)on  what  ground  or  reason  the 
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judges,  in  the  case  referred  to,  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
C)ode,  "  in  its  reasonable  construction,"  had  made  this  important 
change ;  and,  though  entertaining,  as  I  should  do,  the  highest 
respect  for  an  opinion  approved  by  all  the  members  of  a  court, 
I  cannot  surrender  mj  own  judgment,  and  assent  to  it,  where  I 
find  no  provision  in  the  Code,  and  am  referred  to  none,  which 
warrants  or  authorizes  it 

This  action  is  for  the  wrongful  conversion  of  property  by 
Maria  Waas,  the  wife  of  the  defendant  Abraham  Waas : — to  re- 
cover the  value  of  certain  laces,  embroideries,  and  other  goods 
belonging  to  the  plaintiff's  assignors,  Marianna  and  Elizabeth  De 
Young,  entrusted  by  them  to  Mrs.  Waas  to  sell,  as  their  agent, 
upon  commission,  which  goods,  or  the  proceeds,  the  defendants, 
upon  demand,  have  refused  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff.  It  does 
not  appear  upon  what  ground  the  judge  below  discharged  the 
order  of  arrest.  From  the  points  and  authorities  handed  in  upon 
this  appeal,  it  would  seem  to  have  been  upon  the  ground,  above 
referred  to,  that  a  husband  cannot  now  be  arrested  for  a  tort 
committed  by  the  wife.  There  is  another  ground  suggested  in 
the  points,  upon  the  authority  of  a  decision  of  Justice  Mason, 
{Tracy  v.  Leland,  2  Sandf.  S.  C.  729),  that  the  wilful  injury  to 
property,  for  which  the  arrest  of  a  female  is  allowed  by  the  Code, 
is  a  physical  injury,  such  as  breaking  it  to  pieces,  or  otherwise 
damaging  it  intentionally,  whereby  itA  value  is  lessened  or  de* 
stroyed.  Though  I  do  not  concur  in  the  conclusion  arrived  at 
in  Tracy  v.  Lelandj  I  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  examine 
the  question  involved  in  that  decision,  as  I  cannot  see  how  the 
point  could  affect  the  determination  of  this  motion,  as  the  ques- 
tion here  is  not  the  right  to  arrest  the  wife,  but  the  husband. 

The  only  remaining  question,  is  the  general  cause  of  action 
sworn  to  in  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  husband,  Abraham 
WaaSy  was  arrested;  and  upon  that  point  I  suppose  that  an 
agent  to  whom  goods  are  entrusted  to  sell  upon  a  commission, 
who  AfLeJwards  claims  to  have  bought  them  from  his  principal, 
and  upon  that  ground  refuses  to  give  his  principal  any  account 
of  what  he  has  dore,  or  to  return  the  goods,  may  be  treated  a^ 
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having  conyerted  them.  Such  a  caae,  against  the  wife,  is  made 
out  by  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  husband  was  arrested.  An 
affidavit  of  Mrs.  Waas  was  read  upon  the  motion,  denying  that 
she  was  employed  as  agent,  and  averring  that  she  bought  the 
goods;  but  this  affidavit  could  not  be  received  to  disprove  the 
cause  of  action.  We  have  held,  in  Qeller  v.  &ixas^  (4  Abbotr, 
103  ;  affirmed  at  general  term),  that  where  the  right  to  arrest  is 
derived  from  the  nature  of  the  action,  that  the  defendant  will  not 
be  allowed,  upon  a  motion  to  discharge  from  arrest,  to  introduce 
affidavits  to  show  that  no  cause  of  action  exists.  That  would  be 
trying  the  action  upon  affidavits  on  a  collateral  proceeding,  which 
the  court  will  never  da 
Order  appealed  from  reversed. 


WiLLiAH  A.  Sale,  Jr.  t;.  John  Darragh. 

It  is  not  ncoooMTj,  in  ordor  to  take  a  lale  of  goods  out  of  the  Btatute  of  Frauds^  that 
the  delivery  and  aoceptance  of  a  part  of  tlie  goods  to  be  add  should  take  place  at 
the  tliuo  of  making  the  contract.  A  sub.scqticnt  delirorj  and  acceptance  is  suffi- 
oient  Disapproving  Sq/movry.  Davis,  2  Sandf  S.  C.  R.  239,  and  approving  Sprojfue 
y.  Bhke,  20  Wend.  61. 

The  present  Statute  of  Frauds  of  this  state  differs  materiallyi  in  this  respect,  from  the 
English  statute,  and  fVom  tliat  of  this  stato  prior  to  the  Revised  Statutes. 

What  is  a  sufficient  nolo  or  memorandum  of  a  contract  of  sale  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  how  iar  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  add  to  or  inter 
pret  it,  considered. 

St,  being  authorized  thereto  by  both  parties^  ef!bctcd  a  sale  of  356  bales  of  hemp 
fiom  S.  to  D.,  and  signed  the  following  memorandum  of  the  contract : 

"  No.  Nsw  York,  16th  August,  1850. 

Sold  for  acoount  of  Mr.  TViL  A.  Sale,  jr., 

To  Mr.  John  Darragh. 
Bales  jute  hemp  a  $80.00  per  too,  six  months. 

This  hemp  is  to  remain  in  Ftore  at  the  expense  and  risk  of  the  seller  for  the  expinitioo 
of  the  KrBt  month  ;  thereafter  at  the  expense  and  risk  of  tiie  purchaser.  Mr.  Da^ 
ragh  is  to  pay  for  this  liemp  as  he  may  want  to  take  it  away,  at  the  rate  of  8  per 
cent,  per  annum  discount.    Tun.*  6  llis.  per  bale." 

Tlw  greater  part  of  the  heinp  was  vl.'livcTorl  to  D.  in  pj\rc?U  from  liaio  to  timo»  was 
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noeiTed  l^him  and  paid  lor  on  doliverjr,  but  none  of  it  was  delivered  until  nearljr 
a  week  after  the  execution  of  the  contract    JJeldy 

L  That  the  delivery  and  acceptance  of  a  part  of  tlio  hemp,  though  subsequent  to  the 
execution  of  the  ooutract,  took  tho  caso  out  of  ihc  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  rendered 
D.  liable  in  an  action  for  damages  for  his  refusal  to  accept  all  tho  hemp. 

X  Tliat  8t.  being  authorized,  hy  both  parties,  as  a  broker  to  effect  tho  sale,  a  mem- 
orandum in  writing,  aigned  hy  him  in  his  own  name,  was  a  sufficient  note  or 
memorandum  in  writing,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  to  charge 
the  partiea. 

rhe  memorandum  fidUng  to  ihow  the  number  of  bales  agreed  to  be  sold,  whether 
parol  eridenoe  was  admiaiible  to  iliow  what  number  was  agreed  to  be  sold,  or 
that  the  number  or  quantity  were  to  be  ascertained ;  and  whether  the  writing  thus 
interpreted  would  be  a  sufficient  note  or  memorandom  of  the  contract  within  tiie 
meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  quan  f 

a  :•  A  general  rale  of  Uw,  that  where  contracts  are  reduced  to  writing,  parol  evi- 
dence will  not  be  received  to  enlarge,  diminish,  or  in  any  way  alter  what  is  ex- 
]  ressed  in  the  writing.  But  where  it  is  apparent,  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument, 
that  something  is  contemplated  and  agreed  upon  by  tlie  parties  which  tliey  have 
not  defined  or  erpreaood  with  sufficient  deamesa,  parol  proof|  oonoecUng  tlie 
instrument  with  its  subject  matter,  is  always  allowable  to  ahow  the  intention  of 
the  parties. 

This  rule  rests  upon  the  presumption  that,  as  the  parties  have  reduced  their  contract 
to  writing,  they  have  expressed  by  it  what  tliey  intended,  and  that  tiiercforc  noth- 
it  g  should  be  received,  except  to  interpret  the  writing  where  they  have  left  what 
they  meant  obscure,  doubtful,  uncertain,  or  not  fully  expressed. 

But  where,  by  statute,  a  contract  is  required  to  be  in  writing  in  order  to  be  valid, 
qyan  wiieUier,  where  the  parties  have  failed  to  express  what  they  uicaut,  the 
defect  can  in  any  case  be  aided  by  a  resort  to  parol  prooC 


Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  entered  on  the  report 
of  a  referee.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  a  balance 
claimed  to  be  due  on  a  sale  of  856  bales  of  hemp.  The  com- 
plaint stated  that  the  plaintiff,  on  August  16th,  ISoO,  sold  the 
defendant  856  bales  of  jute  hemp,  weighing  forty -six  tons,  seven- 
teen hundred  weight,  and  one  pound,  at  $80  a  ton ;  that  it  viinti 
to  remain  in  store  at  plaintiff's  risk  for  the  first  month,  and  at 
defendimt*B  risk  afterwards,  and  the  defendant  was  to  pay  for  it 
as  he  took  it  away,  at  eight  per  cent,  per  annum  discount ;  tliat 
the  plaintiff  delivered  portions  of  it,  and  was  always  ready  to  de- 
liver the  rest,  which  the  defendant  refused  to  receive  and  pay  for, 
and  directed  the  plaintiff  to  have  the  part  remaining  sold  for  his 
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account,  which  the  plaintiff  did.  Annexed  to  the  complaint  were 
schedules  showing  the  sales  and  disposal  of  the  hemp,  and  the 
whole  account  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  as  claimed  by 
the  plaintiflF.  The  price  of  the  hemp  amounted  to  $8,748.0:1; 
and  the  complaint  pra3'ed  judgment  against  the  defendant  for 
the  sum  of  $535.30,  balance  of  account.  The  answer,  among 
other  things,  averred  that  there  was  no  written  contract,  and 
that  the  sale  was  void  under  tlie  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  cause 
was  referred  to  John  L.  Mason,  Esq.,  who  reported  in  favor  of 
the  defendant.  The  following  extract  from  his  report  shows  the 
facts  as  found  by  him : — 

"  And  I  further  certify  and  report,  that  the  following  fiicts 
api)earcd  in  evidence  before  me  on  the  reference : 

**That  on  the  16th  day  of  August,  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  fifty,  the  plaintifi'  sold  to  the  defendant,  through  a  bro- 
ker, a  large  number  of  bales  of  jute  hemp,  the  terms  of  which 
sale  were  reduced  to  writing,  and  a  sale  note  executed  therefor 
by  the  broker,  in  the  ^Y0^ds  and  figures  following,  to  wit — 

"  *  New  York,  August  16th,  1850. 
Sold  for  account  of  Mr.  Wm.  A.  Sale,  Jr.^ 

To  Mr.  John  Darraoh. 

Bales  jute  hemp,  at  $80  per  ton,  six  mouths. 

This  hemp  is  to  remain  in  store  at  the  expense  and  risk  of 

the  seller  for  the  expiration  of  the  first  month ;  thereafter  at  the 

expense  and  risk  of  the  purchaser.     Mr.  Darragh  is  to  pay  for 

this  hemp  as  he  may  warjt  to  take  it  away,  at  the  rate  of  eight 

per  cent  per  annum  discount. 

Tare  6  lbs.  per  bale. 

John  £.  Forbes  &  Bbo. 

Daniel  L.  Sturqes, 

Broker  in  Fruits,  Spices,  Salad  Oils,  Hemp^  and 

merchandise  generally, 

103  Wall-street' " 

This  sale  note  was  delivered  by  the  above-named  Daniel  L 
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StuTges  (who  was  a  clerk  of  John  E.  Forbes  &  Bro.,  and  by 
whom  the  sale  was  made,)  to  the  plaintiff.  No  bought  note  was 
signed  by  the  broker  or  his  clerk. 

The  number  of  bales  sold  was  three  hundred  and  fifty-six, 
though  no  number  was  mentioned  in  the  sold  note. 

The  reason  of  the  plaintiff's  selling  the  hemp,  to  be  paid  for 
by  the  defendant  as  he  took  it  away,  was,  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  like  to  take  defendant's  note  for  it,  and  it  was  to  reitiain,  and 
did  remain,  until  sold  and  paid  for,  in  the  plaintiff's  store,  or 
under  his  control. 

The  greater  part  of  the  hemp  was  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ant, in  such  paitsels  as  he  required,  either  for  his  own  use,  or 
npoD  orders  given  by  him  on  the  plaintiff'  in  favor  of  purchasers 
to  whom  he  had  sold ;  and  such  parcels  were  paid  for  as  they 
were  taken  away. 

The  first  delivery  to  him  was  on  the  23d  day  of  August,  one 
ihousaud  eight  hundred  and  fifty,  and  the  remaining  deliveries 
to  him  were  in  different  quantities  and  at  different  times,  in  the 
years  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  iifcy,  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  fifty -one,  and  up  to  the  27  th  day  of  January,  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-two. 

When  the  defendant  required  any  of  the  hemp  to  be  deliv- 
ered, no  weighing  or  other  act  was  necessary  to  be  done,  except 
payment  for  the  bales  ordered.  The  hemp  had  all  been  weighed, 
and  the  weight  marked  on  the  bales,  shortly  befojc  the  &ale  to 
the  defendant 

A  portion  of  the  hemp,  however,  remained  unsold,  which  the 
plaintiff  refused  to  take  or  pay  for,  alleging  it  to  be  damaged. 

In  consequence  of  such  refusal,  the  plaintiff,  in  the  months  of 
February  and  March,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-two, 
sold  these  damaged  bales,  thirty-three  in  number,  at  a  greatly 
reduced  price. 

It  was  not  proved  that  the  defendant  gave  any  special  au- 
thority to  the  plaintiff  to  sell  these  damaged  bales  on  his  account, 
neither  was  there  any  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  gave  the  defend* 
ant  notice  of  his  intention  so  to  sell  them. 
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Upon  stating  the  account,  the  plaintiff's  loss  amounted  to 
$535;  to  recover  'which,  with  interest  from  November  30th, 
1852,  this  action  w&s  brought.  No  objection  was  made  to  the 
amount  claimed,  if  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  at  all. 

The  facts  proved  on  the  trial,  in  relation  to  the  damage,  are 
not  stated,  because  it  is  deemed  unnecessary  to  consider  the 
question  whether  the  loss  arising  therefrom  is  to  be  borne  by  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant. 

My  conclusions  at  law,  upon  the  &cts  above  stated,  are — 

T.  That  there  was  no  sufficient  note  or  memorandum  in  writ- 
ing of  the  contract,  made  and  subscribed  by  the  defendant^  as 
required  by  the  first  subdivision  of  the  third  section  of  the  act 
entitled  '  Of  Fraudulent  Conveyances  and  Contracts,  relative  to 
goods,  chattels,  and  things  in  action.' 

II.  That  tliere  was  not  such  an  acceptance  and  receipt  of 
part  of  the  hemp  contracted  to  be  sold,  as  is  required  by  the 
second  subdivision  of  the  &ud  third  section  of  the  act  aforesaid, 
in  order  to  charge  the  defendant  in  this  action  as  the  purchaser 
of  the  whole." 

The  following  opinion  was  also  given  by  the  referee,  showing 
his  reasons  for  the  conclusion  to  which  he  arrived: — 

'^  There  was  no  suthcieut  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  coq* 
tract  between  the  parties  in  this  case.  The  note  offered  in  evi- 
dence, signed  by  the  broker,  was  radically  defective  in  not  men- 
tioning the  number  of  the  bales  which  were  sold.  It  was,  more- 
over, the  sale  note  signed  by  the  broker  on  behalf  of  the  seller, 
and  delivered  to  him,  and  not  the  bought  note  or  memorandum 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  the  purchaser,  who  is  soagiit  to 
be  charged.  Stvewright  v.  Archibald^  6  Eng.  L.  and  Elq.  R.  286. 
But  the  defect  in  the  note  itself  was  fatal.  To  allow  it  to  be 
supplied  by  parol  proof,  would  manifestly  be  to  repeal  tlie 
statute. 

Whether  there  was  a  sufficient  acceptance  of  part  of  the 
goods  to  take  the  contract  out  of  the  statute,  is  a  point  of  maoh 
greater  difficulty,  and  on  which  the  authorities  are  conflicting. 

The  acceptance  in  this  case,  if  at  all,  was  some  time  after  the 
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conlrjct  was  made,  aiitl  the  question  arises,  whether  the  accept- 
ance must  be  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  or  can  be  made  at  any 
time  afterwards. 

The  defendant  contends  that  the  delivery  and  acceptance  ol 
part  of  the  goods  sold  must  be  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  thai 
a  subsequent  acceptance  of  part  does  not  make  the  agreement 
valid  as  to  the  whole ;  and,  in  support  of  this  proposition,  quoted 
Seymour  v.  Davis,  (2  Sand.  S.  C.  R.  2o9),  which  fully  sustains 
his  position.  On  the  other  band,  the  plaintiiF  relies  upon  the 
case  of  Sprague  v.  Blahe  (20  Wend.  61,)  as  an  autliority  in  hia 
fiivor;  and  it  certainly  does  lay  down  the  proposition  broadly, 
that  the  part  delivery  of  goods  sold  under  a  parol  contract,  and 
acceptance  by  the  vcnilee,  need  not,  by  the  statute,  be  made  at 
the  time  of  the  contract ;  and  the  fiicts  of  the  case  rendered  a 
decision  on  this  point  necessary.  It  is,  therefore,  a  direct  au- 
thority in  supjwrt  of  the  plaintifTs  proposition.  This  case, 
though  decided  in  1838,  is  not  adverted  to  in  the  case  o(  Sey- 
mour V.  Aivw,  decided  ten  years  afterwards.  It  appears  to  me, 
however,  that  the  cases  relied  on  by  the  court  in  Sprague  v 
Blfike^  are  by  no  means  conclusive  on  the  question. 

In  Vincent  v.  Oermondj  (11  John.  B.  288),  the  court  did  not 
decide  that  acceptance  of  part,  after  the  making  of  the  contract, 
took  it  out  of  the  statute ;  but  that  the  defendants'  taking  the 
three  oxen  afterwards  was  evidence  that  the  whole  number  had 
been  delivered  to  them  at  the  time  of  the  contract  '  Tho  defend- 
ants,' they  say,  ^ dealt  with  the  oxen  as  their  own,  and  as  if  in 
their  actnal  poasossion,  without  asking  any  permission  from  the 
plRintiiF  for  so  doing.  This  must  have  been  done  in  virtue  of 
the  right  acquired  by  the  original  contract  and  transfer  of  the 
property.^ 

The  same  remark  applies  to  Cluxplin  v.  Rogers^  (1  East.  192), 
which  was  referred  to  and  relied  on  by  the  court  in  both  tho 
preceding  cases.  The  court  did  not,  in  that  case,  hold  that  the 
taking  away  of  part  of  the  hay,  two  months  after  the  bargain, 
was  an  acceptance;  but  that  it  was  evidence  of  there  having 
been  a  delivery  and  acceptance  when  the  bargain  was  made. 
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Neither  does  the  case  of  Ouiwater  v.  Dodge  (6  Wend.  397,) 
Fh"\v  that  a  subsequent  acceptance  of  part  makes  an  oral  contract 
good.  The  contract  in  that  case  was  for  a  large  number  of  barrels 
of  fiAi.  The  bargain  was  concluded  in  the  evening,  and  the  fish 
wa.s  to  be  delivered  the  next  morning  to  the  defendant,  who  was 
to  send  a  person  to  receive  it ;  and  the  jury  found  that  the  de* 
fcndant  had  accepted  it  at  the  time  agreed  on.  It  was  not  a  case 
of  delivery  and  acceptance  of  part  of  the  subject  matter  of  the 
contract,  but  of  the  whole;  it  was  an  executed  contract. 

The  case  of  Jennings  v.  Webster  (7  Cow.  256,)  decides  that^ 
with  regard  to  bulky  articles  which  are  not  in  the  actual  posses- 
sion of  any  one,  the  words  *  I  deliver '  is  '  a  good  delivery,  if 
the  vendee  afterwards  takes  possession  of  the  thing  delivered  and 
disposes  of  it.  His  subsequently  taking  posession  is  evidence  of 
the  previous  delivery,  and  of  his  acceptanoe.' 

The  only  other  case  referred  to  by  the  court  in  Sprague  v. 
Bldlce^  is  Hart  v.  Satierly,  (8  Camp.  528).  In  that  caae,  the  court 
held  that  the  whole  of  the  goods  purchased  under  a  verbal  order 
had  been  accepted  by  the  defendant 

The  question  now  under  consideration  cannot  arise  where 
the  whole  of  the  goods  have  been  accepted.  The  exception  in 
the  statute  only  refers  to  acceptance  of  a  part  In  none  of  the 
cases  cited,  and,  I  believe  I  may  add,  in  no  reported  case  except 
that  of  Sprague  v.  Blakej  is  it  anywhere  held  that  the  taking 
away  of  part  of  the  goods  after  the  contract,  is  an  acceptance 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  but  merely  that  such  subse- 
quent taking  away  is  evidence  of  the  previous  acceptance  at  the 
time  of  the  contract  And  the  decision  in  that  case  appears  to 
me  to  be  contrary  to  the  whole  current  of  authority  on  this 
subject 

It  is  said,  in  Smifh  v.  Suitnan,  (9  B.  &  Cress.  561),  by  LnrLE- 
DALE,  J.,  that '  It  was  formerly  held,  that  where  the  goods  which 
were  the  subject  matter  of  the  sale,  were  not  to  be  delivered  till 
a  future  day,  as  one  of  the  three  things  required  by  the  17th  sec- 
lion  (of  the  English  statute,  which  is  the  same  substantially  as 
the  3d  scctii»n  of  our  present  statu'c,)  viz.,  a  part  acccftance 
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coold  not  be  complied  with  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  it  was 
not  a  case  within  that  section  of  the  statute ;  but  later  authorities 
have  established  that  such  a  contract,  whether  the  goods  are  or 
are  not  to  be  delivered  immediatelj',  is  within  the  statute.  Those 
cases,  therefore,  have  established,  that  if  two  things  required  by 
the  17th  section  can,  at  the  time  of  the  contract^  be  carrie<l  into 
effect^  the  case  is  within  it,  although  one  cannot  be  complied 
with ;'  and  he  refers  to  Rondeau  v.  Wya%  (2  H.  Bl.  67),  Cooper 
V.  Ebim,  (7  T.  R.  14),  and  Alexander  v.  Comber,  (1  H.  Bl.  20), 
as  establishing  his  position.  If  this  be  the  fact,  and  there  can 
be  no  doubt  it  is,  it  is  conclusive  to  show  that  both  the  earlier 
and  more  modem  judges  held  that  the  acts  to  be  done,  to  take  a 
parol  contract  out  of  the  statute,  must  be  done  at  the  time  cf 
making  the  corUracL 

In  SkindUr  v.  Houston,  (1  Comstock,  261),  Bronson,  J.,  re- 
marked— 'A  writing  must  be  made.  Part  of  the  purchase 
money  must  be  paid,  or  the  buyer  must  accept  and  receive  part 
of  the  goods.  Mere  words  of  contract,  unaccompanied  by  any  acis, 
cannot  amount  to  a  delivery.  To  hold  otherwise  would  be  re* 
pealing  the  statute.'  Although  this  particular  question  was  not 
presented  by  the  case,  yet  the  remark  shows  what  the  opinion  of 
this  learned  jurist  was  on  the  point  we  are  considering. 

I  think,  therefore,  that,  with  the  exception  of  Sprague  v. 
Blake^  the  remark  of  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Sandford,  in  Seymour 
V.  Davis^  (2  Sand.  S.  C.  R  263),  was  strictly  true — ^that  there 
was  no  authority  for  saying  that  a  parol  agreement  to  deliver 
goods  at  a  future  time  becomes  valid  as  to  the  whole,  by  the  de- 
livery of  a  portion  subsequent  to  such  time. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  great  force  in  the  argument, 
drawn  from  the  alteration  in  the  Bevised  Statutes,  in  &vor  of 
the  plaintiff's  position. 

The  English  statute,  and  our  own  previous  to  the  revision 
of  1830,  are  silent  as  to  the  time  when  any  note  or  memorandum 
in  writing  must  be  executed,  or  a  part  of  the  goods  accepted,  or 
part  of  the  purchase  money  paid ;  and  the  uniform  construction 
of  the  courts^  as  to  the  time,  was  founded  on  what  was  supposed 
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to  be  the  reason  of  the  thing,  and  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
legislature.  In  the  revision  of  1880,  however,  oar  legislature 
inserted,  with  regard  to  part  payments,  the  words  *at  the  timi^ 
so  that  part  payment  of  the  purchase  money  musi^  by  force  of 
this  legislative  enactment,  be  made  at  the  time  of  the  bargain. 
The  insertion  of  these  words  with  respect  to  payment^  and  the 
omission  of  them  with  respect  to  part  aceepUince^  and  the  memo' 
randum  in  writing,  certainly  gives  great  reason  for  the  inference 
that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  that  these  things  must  be  done 
at  the  time ;  and  the  inference  is  much  strengthened  by  referencQ 
to  the  revisers'  notes,  which  were  submitted  to  and  were  before 
the  legislature  at  the  time  of  this  enactment.  It  will  be  than 
seen  that  the  revisers  proposed  the  words  ''  at  the  time  "  should 
be  inserted  in  each  of  the  three  subdivisions  of  this  section.  Tho 
legislature,  having  this  alteration  distinctly  proposed  to  them, 
reject  it  in  the  two  first  and  insert  it  in  the  last,  viz.,  the  one 
with  regard  to  part  payment  The  inference  appears  to  me  to 
be  very  strong,  if  not  irresistible,  that  the  legislature  did  not 
mean  to  confine  either  the  written  memorandum,  or  the  delivery 
and  acceptance,  to  the  time  of  the  contract.  And,  indeed,  then 
seems  to  be  no  reason  why  the  written  memorandum  should  be 
confined  to  that  time.  If  the  i)arties,  after  the  making  of  the 
contract,  agree  upon  its  terms,  and  reduce  them  to  writing,  there 
seems  to  be  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  binding.  All  the 
mischief  intended  to  be  guarded  against  will  haye  been,  by  the 
memorandum,  entirely  prevented.  And  so,  too,  with  respect  to 
an  acceptance  of  part  of  the  goods :  if  the  subsequent  deliveiy 
and  acceptance  cannot  be  accounted  for  except  by  the  hct  of  the 
previous  agreement,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  such  sab- 
sequent  acceptance  bhould  not  be  equally  efi&cient  as  if  made  at 
the  time.  The  evidence  of  the  agreement  is  as  strong  in  the  one 
case  as  the  other,  and  the  danger  of  uncertainty  as  to  the  terms 
of  the  bargain  equally  great  in  both. 

I  am  therefore  inclined  to  consider  tho  decision  of  the  court 
in  Sprague  v.  Blake^  (20  Wend.  61),  although  contrary  to  the 
whole  tenor  of  previous  decisions  both  in  this  country  and  in 
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England,  as  more  in  accordance  with  our  present  statute  than 
those  decisions. 

But  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  pass  upon  this  question  in 
the  present  case^  because  I  think  it  is  clear  that  there  never  was 
a  delivery  aud  acceptauce  of  any  part  of  the  hemp  so  as  to  satisfy 
the  statute.  The  plaintiff  always  retained  hi^  lien  upon  it  until 
it  was  paid  for.  No  delivery  of  any  parcel  on  payment  eniitled 
him  to  take  the  residue  without  payment  Now,  I  understand 
the  law  to  be  well  settled,  that,  in  order  to  take  a  parol  sale  out 
of  the  statute,  '  there  must  be  a  vesting  of  the  possession  of  the 
goods  in  the  vendee,  as  absolute  owner,  discharged  of  all  lien 
for  the  price  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  and  an  ultimate  accept* 
ance  and  receiving  of  the  property  by  the  vendee  so  unequivo- 
cal that  he  shall  have  precluded  himself  from  taking  any  objec- 
tion to  the  quantum  or  quality  of  the  goods  sold.' — Per  WiilGflT, 
J.,  in  Shindler  v.  Ilouslon^  1  Comst  261;  Stnil/i  v.  Sui^maUy 
9  B.  &  Cress.  561.  Such  was  not  the  fact  in  the  present  case. 
The  plaintiff  retained  his  lien  over  the  whole,  and  only  relin- 
quished it  as  to  any  part  of  the  goods  on  receiving  payment. 
Mr.  Sturges,  the  witness  who  settled  the  bargain,  says  expressly, 
that '  Mr.  Sale  permitted  him  to  sell  the  hemp  to  Mr.  Darragh,^ 
to  be  paid  for  as  he  took  it  away,  as  he  did  not  like  to  take  Mr. 
Darragh's  paper  for  it,*  and  it  always  remained,  in  fact,  until  sold, 
and  paid  for,  in  the  plaintiil''s  store,  and  under  his  control. 

Upon  these  grounds,  then — I.  That  there  was  no  sufficient 
note  or  memorandum  of  the  sale,  and,  II.  That  there  was  not 
such  a  delivery  and  acceptance  of  part  as  is  contemplated  by  the. 
statute — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  complaint  should  be  dismissed."* 

Judgment  having  been  entered  upon  the  referee's  report  in 
favor  of  the  defendant,  dismissing  the  complaint,  the  plaintiff' 
appealed. 

Benedict^  Burr  <t  Benedict^  for  the  appellant. 
L  It  was  proved  that  the  defendant  gave  the  plaintiff  entire 
authority  to  sell  all  the  hemp  for  him.    It  was  in  consequence  of 
Vol.  n.  13 
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this  authority,  and  not  in  consequence  of  any  refusal  of  the  de- 
fendant to  take  them,  that  the  plaintiff  sold  the  damaged  bales; 
and  they  were  sold  just  as  he  had  sold  all  the  rest,  about  which 
there  is  no  dispute  as  to  his  authority. 

II.  The  sale  note  was  a  sufficient  memorandum  to  satisfy  the 
statute,  certainly,  taken  in  connection  with  the  fact  that  there  was 
a  bill  of  parcels  given  to  him,  and  received  by  him  without  objec 
tion.  Browne  on  Stat,  of  Frauds,  888,  889 ;  Salmon  Falls  Manu- 
facturing Co.  V.  Ooddard,  14  How.  446. 

III.  Part  of  the  hemp  was  ''accepted  and  received  by  the 
buyer,"  which,  under  the  second  division  of  the  third  section  ot 
sthe  Statute  of  Frauds,  upholds  the  contract  even  if  there  is  no 
(memorandum,  a.  It  is  not  necessary  that  part  of  the  goods  shall 
be  accepted  at  the  time  the  contract  is  made.  Sprague  v.  Blake^ 
20  Wend.  61 ;  Browne  on  Stat,  of  Frauds,  844-7,  and  cases  there 
cited.  The  reasoning  of  the  referee  upon  this  point  is  impregna- 
ble, b.  The  referee  has  found  that  "  the  greater  part  of  the  hemp 
was  delivered  to  the  defendant,"  and  paid  for  by  him  as  it  was 
taken  away.  How,  then,  can  it  be  said  that  part  of  the  goods 
has  not  been  accepted  by  the  buyer  ?  Browne  on  Stat  of  Frauds. 
c.  To  hold  that  the  acceptance  of  the  part  must  be  such  as  to  vest 
the  possession  of  the  lohoh  in  the  buyer,  is  to  repeal  the  statute, 
which  only  requires  the  acceptance  of  apart — all  that  is  required 
is  that  a  part  shall  be  accepted  under  the  contract     lb. 

IV.  The  **  receipt  and  acceptance,"  by  Darragh,  of  "  a  part  of 
the  hemp  "  made  the  contract  good,  and  parol  proof  of  what  the 
contract  was,  was  admissible.  The  referee  has  found  that  it  was 
a  sale  of  856  bales  of  hemp ;  and,  there  being  no  dispute  as  to 
the  amount,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  for  the  amount 
claimed,  and  judgment  for  that  amount  should  be  rendered  in  his 
favor,  with  costs. 

John  AnOion^  for  the  respondent 

I.  There  is  no  memorandum  in  writing  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Tne  "  omission  of  the  thing  sold  "  in  the 
paper  produced,  and  the  "  non-subscription  of  the  party  to  be 
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charged,"  are  each  fatol  to  that  document.  To  supply  either  by 
j^rol,  would  be  to  repeal  the  statute.  2  R  S.  (3d  ed.)  195 ;  Bai- 
ley V.  Ogderij  8  John.  899 ;  Pdiier  v.  Collins^  8  Wend.  459 ;  Davis 
V.  Shields,  26  Wend.  841 ;  James  v.  Patten,  2  Seld.  11 ;  SivewrigU 
V.  Arvhilaldy  6  P]ng.  L.  and  Eq.  286. 

II.  The  parol  contract^  in  this  case,  was  Toid  under  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  when  it  was  made,  and  could  by  no  subsequent  act 
become  a  valid  agreement.  Subsequent  acts  might  establish  a 
new  contract  of  sale  embodying  more  or  less  of  the  terms  of  the 
original  arrangement,  but  cannot  reanimate  the  previous  void 
agreement    Seymour  v.  Davis,  2  Sand£  S.  C.  244. 

III.  The  delivery  and  acceptance  of  the  several  parcels  of  hemp 
under  the  agreement,  or  in  consequence  of  it^  made  so  many  seve- 
ral and  distinct  contracts  of  sale,  upon  each  of  wliich  each  party 
had  all  the  actions  and  remedies  incident  to  an  actual  sale  j)ro 
tanio,    Seymour  v.  Davis,  2  Sand£  245. 

IV.  By  the  terms  of  the  parol  agreement,  the  vendor  was 
never  to  part  with  the  actual  possession  of  any  part  of  the  hemp 
until  he  was  paid  for  it,  and  on  this  principle  the  parties  acted. 

Y.  The  vendor  always,  until  payment  of  each  part,  retained 
the  actual  possession  in  his  own  store,  under  his  own  key,  and 
insured  it  as  "  undelivered"  property.  There  never  was  a  deliv- 
ery of  any  more  than  was  actually  paid  for,  and  afler  such  deliv- 
ery the  remainder  was  retained  in  actual  ownership.  The  suc- 
cessive deliveries  spent  themselves  with  each  sale,  and  gave  no 
force  to  the  original  contract  "  To  take  the  case  out  of  the  stat- 
ute, there  must  be  a  vesting  of  the  possession  of  the  goods  in  the 
vendee  as  absolute  owner,  discharged  of  all  lien  for  the  price  on 
the  part  of  the  vendor,  and  an  ultimate  acceptance  and  receiving 
of  the  property  by  the  vendee  so  unequivocal  that  he  shall  have 
precluded  himself  from  any  objections  to  the  quantum  or  quality 
of  the  goods  sold.  To  constitute  a  delivery  and  acceptance,  words 
are  not  sufficient"  Shindkr  v.  Houston,  I  CJomst  269 ;  Raihbun  v. 
Baihbun,  6  Barb.  98. 

YL  The  claim  in  this  case,  which  is  for  the  thirty-three  bales 
of  damaged  hemp,  and  for  the  storage  and  insurance  of  the  whole 
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parcel,  can  only  be  sustained  upon  the  principle  of  an  entire  valid 
contract,  whereby  the  title  to  the  whole  became  so  vested  io  the 
defendant  that  he  could  have  removed  the  same  without  payment, 
at  pleasure— all  which  is  directly  in  the  teeth  of  the  contract,  by 
which  plaintiff,  on  account  of  his  want  of  confidence  in  the  de- 
fendant, was  not  bound  to  deliver  any  part  until  actual  payment^ 
which  was  to  be  within  six  months. 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — ^It  is  very  clear,  in  this 
case,  that  the  referee  erred.    It  appeared,  by  the  testimony  of 
Sturges,  that  the  defendant  spoke  to  him  about  buying  the  hemp 
for  him.     Sturges  accordingly  opened  a  negotiation  with  the 
plaintiff  and  the  plaintiff  *s  clerk  Ilanford,  the  plaintiff  agreeing 
that  Sturges  might  sell  the  hemp  to  the  defendant,  to  be  paid  for 
as  it  was  taken  away.    Sturges  agreed  to  the  terms  of  the  sale 
as  stated  in  the  memorandum  or  sale  note,  which  expressed  every 
thing  except  the  number  of  bales  and  the  weight,  which  were  to 
be  ascertained  afterwards.    The  names  of  the  buyer  and  seller 
were  specified,  the  price  per  ton,  the  time  within  which  the  hemp 
sold  was  to  be  paid  for;  that  it  was  to  remain  in  the  plaintiff's 
store  at  the  expense  and  risk  of  the  seller  for  one  month,  and 
thereafter  at  the  expense  and  risk  of  the  purchaser, — the  defend- 
ant to  pay  for  the  hemp  as  he  might  w^ant  to  take  it  away,  at  the 
rate  of  8  per  cent  per  annum.    This  note  or  memorandum  in 
writing  was  subscribed  by  Sturges  in  his  own  name,  and  given 
by  him  to  the  plaintiff.     The  defendant,  in  about  a  week  afier 
the  making  of  the  note,  sent  for  eight  bales,  which  were  deliver- 
ed to  him ;  and,  in  the  course  of  a  year  and  a  half,  he  sent  for 
the  greater  part  of  the  hemp,  by  orders  from  time  to  time,  which 
was  delivered  upon  his  ordeis,  and  for  which  he  paid  at  the  rate 
agreed  upon. 

From  this  state  of  facts  it  appears  that  Sturges,  who  was  a 
clerk  of  John  E.  Forbes  &  Bros.,  brokers,  had  authority  from 
both  parties  to  eil'ect  the  sale.  Uis  authority,  as  respects  the  de- 
fendant, having  been  confirmed  by  the  defendant's  sending  for 
the  hemp  from  time  to  time  and  paying  for  what  he  received,  as 
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agrd^d  upon  by  Stnirges.  Having  authority  from  both  parties, 
as  a  broker,  to  effect  a  sale,  a  mcTnoraudum  in  writing  of  the  con- 
tract, subscribed  by  Sturges  in  his  own  name,  would  be  sufficient 
within  the  statute  to  charge  the  parties.  Goom  v.  Aftah^  6  B.  & 
C.  117 ;  Russell  on  Fact,  and  Brok.  66,  67 ;  Blackburne  on  Cont 
of  Sale,  chap.  v.  But  the  difficulty  in  this  memorandum  is,  that 
it  does  not  designate  the  quantity  sold.  It  refers  to  bales  of  jute 
hemp  at  $80  per  ton,  which  is  again  referred  to  as  "this  hemp." 
"77/ />  heinp  is  to  remain  in  store,"  &c.  **  Mr.  Darragh  is  to  pay 
for  iliis  htnqt  as  he  may  want  to  take  it  away,"  &c.  A  question 
therefore  arises,  as  to  whether  this  was  a  sufficient  note  or  memo- 
randum of  a  contract  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  As  the 
writing  refers  to  bales  of  hemp,  designating  them  as  "  this  hemp," 
it  might  be  read  as  referring  to  a  particular  lot  of  hemp  the  exact 
quantity  of  which  could  be  shown  by  other  evidence,  or  inter- 
preted as  a  contract  to  sell  a  particular  lot,  the  exact  quantity  of 
which  was  not  known  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  contract, 
but  was  to  be  ascertained  afterwards — as  if  the  parties  had  agreed 
in  writing  upon  the  sale  of  all  the  bales  in  a  particular  loft,  or  all 
that  might  come  by  a  particular  vessel.  Parol  evidence,  in  such 
a  case,  woiild  not  add  anything  to  the  contract,  or  alter  or  vary 
its  terms ;  but  would  simply  explain  more  fully  and  definitely  an 
intent  that  was  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument.  It  is 
a  general  rule  of  evidence,  where  contracts  are  reduced  to  writing, 
that  parol  evidence  will  not  be  received  to  enlarge,  diminish,  vary, 
or  alter  what  is  expressed  by  the  writing,  but  is  always  admissi- 
ble to  aid  in  interpreting  it.  Where  it  is  apparent  upon  the  face 
of  the  instrument  that  something  is  contemplated  and  agreed  upon 
by  the  parties,  which  they  have  not  distinctly  defined,  or  express- 
ed with  sufficient  clearness,  parol  proof,  connecting  the  instrument 
\\ith  its  subject  matter,  is  alwa^'s  allowable  to  show  what  the 
parties  intended  and  meant  But  the  reason  upon  which  this 
£imiliar  rule  of  evidence  rests,  it  must  be  confessed,  is  distin- 
gul*«hable  from  that  which,  according  to  the  preamble  of  the  Stat- 
ute of  Frauds,  originally  led  to  the  enactment  of  the  provision 
that  certain  agreements  should  be  void,  if  not  in  writing.  1  Evans' 
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Stat,  p.  211.  In  respect  to  the  rule  of  evidence,  it  rests  upon 
the  presumption  that,  as  the  parlies  have  reduceJ  their  contract 
to  writing,  they  have  expressed  by  it  what  they  intended,  and 
that  therefore  nothing  should  be  received  except  to  interpret  the 
writing  where  they  liave  left  what  they  meant  obscure,  doubtful, 
uncertain,  or  not  fully  expressed.  But  where  there  is  an  agree- 
ment for  the  sale  of  goods  of  a  greater  value  than  fifty  dollars, 
and  no  part  of  the  purchase  money  is  paid,  or  no  portion  of  the 
goods  have  been  delivered,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  makes  it  essen- 
tial to  the  very  existence  of  a  contract  that  it  should  be  in  writ- 
ing ;  and  if  a  contract  cannot  be  clearly  and  intelligibly  extract- 
ed from  the  writing,  it  may  be  said  that  tlie  foundation  is  wanting 
on  which  alone  it  can  rest.  In  other  cases,  a  contract  may  be 
partly  in  writing  and  partly  in  parol ;  but  the  design  and  intent 
of  the  statute  was,  in  the  cases  specified,  to  compel  parties  to  pat 
their  agreement  in  writing ;  and,  if  they  have  fiiiled  to  express 
what  they  meant,  it  is  at  least  doubtful  if  the  defect  can  be  aided 
by  a  resort  to  parol  proof  The  writing  was  designed  to  be  the 
evidence  of  the  contract,  and  the  strong  leaning  of  the  authorities 
is,  that  it  must  clearly  appear  by  the  writing  what  the  parties 
agreed  to  do;  that  it  must  show  a  valid  and  binding  contract 
entered  into  which  can  be  enforced,  and  that  in  that  respect  it 
cannot  be  aided,  assisted,  or  helped  out  by  parol  proof.  Boyddl 
V,  Drummond,  11  East,  160;  Chuan  v.  Cuoke,  1  Sch.  &  Le£  22; 
Rose  v.  Cunningham^  11  Ves.  550 ;  Elmore  v.  Kingsgate^  5  B.  &  C. 
583 ;  Acebal  v.  Levj/^  10  Bing.  370 ;  Lord  Onnond  v.  Anderson^  2 
B.  &  B.  368 ;  Hind  v.  WhWiouse,  7  East,  558 ;  Kentvort/ty  v.  Sclio- 
field,  2  B.  &  C.  948;  Seagood  v.  Jleak,  Prec.  Chy.  560;  PeUier  v. 
Collins,  3  Wend.  465 ;  Bailet/  v.  Ogden,  8  Johns.  418 ;  Weightoiau 
V.  Caldwell,  4  Wheat.  85.  I  do  not  mean  to  express  my  full 
assent  to  this  view  of  the  construction  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
as  I  am  strongly  inclined  to  think  that  the  design  and  object  of 
the  stiitutc  does  not  demand  so  strict  and  rigid  an  interpretation. 
Nor  am  I  prepared  to  admit  that  parol  evidence  would  not  be 
receivable  here,  to  show  that  the  bales  of  hemp  referred  to  in  this 
written  memorandum  meant  a  particular  lot,  the  number  or  quan- 
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tity  oi  which  was  to  be  ascertained,  and  tbat,  as  thus  interpreted, 
it  would  not  be  a  sufficient  note  or  memorandum  of  the  contract^ 
within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  statute ;  (see  Wildman  v. 
Glossop^  1  Barn,  k  Aid.  9 ;  Valpy  v.  Gibson^  4  Com.  Bench,  887 ; 
Van  Ness,  J.,  in  Abetl  v.  Radcliffe,  18  Johns.  R,  800 ;  Blay  ien  v. 
Bradley,  12  Yes.  446) ;  but,  as  the  point  would  require  an  extend- 
ed examination,  embracing  a  long  review  of  the  authorities,  I 
prefer,  therefore,  to  rest  our  decision,  as  to  the  error  of  the  referee, 
upon  another  ground. 

Conceding  that  this  was  not  a  note  or  memorandimi  under  the 
statute,  the  evidence  in  the  case  fully  established  an  agreement 
for  the  sale  of  856  bales  of  jute  hemp,  upon  the  terms  and  con- 
ditioiis  stated  in  the  writing,  which  was  afterwards  consummated 
and  became  a  valid  contract  under  the  statute,  by  the  delivery 
and  acceptance,  by  the  defendant,  of  the  greater  part  of  the 
hemp.  1'he  evidence  establishing  such  an  agreement  and  partial 
delivery  is,  in  ray  judgment,  very  clear. 

Forbes,  a  broker,  whose  clerk,  Sturges,  eflfectcd  the  sale,  testified 
that  the  defendant  told  him,  about  the  time  of  the  sale,  that  he 
wanted  to  buy  all  the  juu^  hemp  that  was  then  in  New  York. 
Sturges  swore  that  the  defendant  spoke  to  him  about  buying  the 
hemp;  that  the  negotiation  was  conducted  by  him;  that  he 
made  the  purchase  in  two  hours ;  that  he  saw  the  hemp  in  a 
store  in  Water-street,  before  it  was  sold;  that  he  knew  it  to  be 
the  plaintitt'^s  hemp ;  that  the  hemp  he  sold  to  the  defendant  was 
the  lot  he  saw ;  that  he  told  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  ha.1 
such  a  lot  of  hemp,  and  where  it  was,  referring  to  it  as  hemp  of 
such  a  mark  and  quality  in  the  cellar  in  Water  street;  and  that 
the  result  was,  that  he  bought  the  lot  for  him ;  that  the  sale  note 
expressed  everything  except  the  number  of  bah»s  and  their 
weight ;  that  they  did  not  put  the  number  in  the  sale  note,  be- 
cause they  did  not  know  whether  it  was  340  or  8G0  bales;  that 
that  was  all  that  was  to  be  ascertained,  and  the  quantity  was 
left  to  be  filled  up.  He  further  testified  that  he  saw  some  of  the 
hemp  afterwards  in  another  street,  which  was  said  to  belong  to 
the  Water-street  lot;  and  the  defendant's  clerk  testified  tliatpart 
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of  it  was  kept  in  Beaver-street,  and  the  balance  in  the  plaintiff's 
store  in  Water-street ;  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  other  lot  of  hemp 
at  the  time  the  sale  was  made  to  the  defendant;  and  that  a  bill 
of  the  hemp,  as  to  quantity  and  amount,  specifying  the  amount 
in  dollars  and  cents,  was  given  by  him  to  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  defendant  made  no  objection  to  the  bilL    On  his  farther 
examination  he  stated,  '*  My  impression  is  so  strong  that  it 
amounts  to  a  conviction,  that,  shortly  after  the  sale,  I  gave  Da^ 
ragh  a  bill  of  parcels  of  this  purchase,  giving  the  amount  in  dol- 
lars and  cents,  but  I  would  not  like  to  swear  to  it  positively ;  I 
cannot  be  positive  enough  to  swear  to  the  circumstances."    He 
further  testified,  without  objection,  to  an  entry  made  by  him  on 
the  plaintiff's  books,  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  sale  note,  of  a 
sale  of  356  bales,  with  the  marks  and  weights  of  the  bales,  oor^ 
responding  with  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  complaint^  and 
forming  a  part  of  it. 

The  referee,  by  his  report,  finds,  among  other  conclusions  of 
fact,  that  although  the  number  of  bales  was  not  mentioned  in 
the  sale  note,  that  the  number  sold  was  356,  and  that  the  greater 
jiart  of  it  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  in  such  parcels  as  he 
required,  either  for  his  own  use  or  upon  orders  given  by  him  on 
the  plaintiff,  iu  favor  of  purchasers  to  whom  the  defendant  had 
sold,  between  the  23d  of  August,  1850,  and  the  27th  of  January, 
1802,  and  that  such  parcels  were  paid  for  as  they  were  taken 
away. 

Having  thus  found  the  facts,  he  finds,  as  one  of  his  conclusions 
of  law,  that  there  was  not  such  an  acceptance  and  receipt  of  part 
ot  the  hemp  contracted  to  be  sold  as  is  required  by  the  statute, 
in  order  to  charge  the  defendant  in  this  action  as  the  purchaser 
of  the  whole;  his  other  conclusion  of  law  being,  that  there  was 
no  note  or  memorandum  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

I  confess  myself  at  a  loss  to  understand  upon  what  ground  the 
rcteree  came  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  not  such  an  accept- 
ance and  receipt  of  part  of  the  hemp  contracted  to  be  sold  as  is 
required  by  the  statute,  unless  it  was  upon  the  authority  of  a 
case  to  which  we  are  referred  in  the  respondent's  point-?,  (»Sey- 
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mour  V.  Dams^  2  Sandf.  S,  C.  R.  245),  decided  ia  the  Superior 
Court|  of  which  court  the  learned  referee  was  formerly  a  mem* 
ber,  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  delivery  and  acceptance  of  part 
of  the  goods  agreed  to  be  sold  mast,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  take  place  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  co^itracL     Tliat 
if  there  is  a  delivery  of  a  part  afterwards,  it  will  not  reanimate 
the  previous  void  agreement,  but  constitutes  a  separate  and  dis- 
tinct contract^  upon  which  an  action  may  be  maintained  for  the 
price  of  what  has  been  delivered.     Tbis  decision  was  founded  in 
a  mistake.     The  late  Mr.  Justice  Sandforp,  in  support  of  the 
conclusion  arrived  at,  delivered  an  elaborate  opinion  reviewing 
the  English  cases,  as  well  as  the  authorities  in  this  State  down  to 
the  time  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  but,  by  a  singular  oversight,  the 
court  omitted  to  look  into  the  Revised  Statutes,  where  they  would 
have  found  that  a  material  change  had  been  made  in  that  [>ortion 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  relating  to  the  sale  of  goods,  the  revisers 
having  introduced  a  provision  in  respect  to  time,  but  confining 
it  to  the  payment  of  part  of  the  purchase  money,  which  must  be 
made  at  the  time  of  making  of  the  contract.     The  statute,  as  thus 
altered,  received  a  judicial  construction  by  the  Supreme  Court  in 
Sprague  v.  Bhke,  (20  Wend.  61),  in  which  it  was  held,  ten  years 
before  this  decision  in  the  Superior  Court,  that  a  suhsequent  ac- 
ceptance in  whole  or  in  part  of  the  article  agreed  to  be  sold,  ron- 
dered  the  contract  valid, — ^which  was  an  authority  binding  upon 
the  Superior  Court  when  Seymour  v.  Davis  was  decided ;  and  any 
question  upon  this  point  was  finally  put  at  rest  by  the  decision 
of  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  McKhvjIU  v.  Dunlop,  (1  Seld.  587),  in 
which  it  was  expressly  held  that  a  verbal  agreement  for  the  sale 
of  personal  property  exceeding  fifty  dollars,  is  valid  if  a  j)art  of 
the  property  has  been  delivered  to  the  purchaser  and  accepted  by 
him  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  although  such  delivery  and 
acceptance  took  place  several  months  after  the  making  of  the  ver- 
bal agreement     The  verbal  agreement  in  that  case  was  made  in 
June  for  the  sale  of  6,000  bushels  of  malt,  1400  bushels  of  which 
were  delivered  and  accepted  in  the  months  of  August  and  Sep- 
tember next  following.     Upon  the  autliority  ol  ilcKnijhi  v.  Dun^ 
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hpf  therefore,  the  delivery  and  nceeptauee  of  a  large  part  of  the 
Lemp  between  the  2od  of  August,  1850,  and  the  27th  of  Januaiy 
1<^52,  rendered  the  verbal  agreement  for  the  sale  of  the  whole  a 
valid  and  binding  contract  under  the  statute. 

The  referee  found  that  it  was  not  proved  that  the  defendant 
had  given  the  plaintiff  any  special  authority  to  sell  the  damaged 
bales  on  his  account,  and  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  he,  the 
plaintiff,  had  given  the  defendant  notice  of  his  intention  to  sell 
them.  The  evidence  reported  by  him,  shows  that  the  testimony 
in  respect  to  a  general  authority  to  sell  was  explicit  and  uncon- 
tr:u.iicted.  TLe  plaintiff's  clerk,  Hanfield,  testified  that  the  de- 
fendant "  ordeivd  us  to  sell  the  jute  for  him  as  much  as  we  coulJ, 
and  I  did  so;"  and,  again,  "I  am  perfectly  certain  that  we  were 
authorized  by  Mr.  Darragh  to  sell  the  hemp  for  him;  he  wished 
me  over  and  over  again  to  sell  it  for  him,  and  would  ask  me  if  I 
had  done  ^o\  my  impression  is  that  I  reported  to  him  the  sales 
we  made,  but  cannot  say.  I  saw  Darragh  long  before  the  sale  of 
the  damaged  bales  ;  had  conversations  with  him  about  the  dam- 
age near  that  time.  *  *  1  don't  know  that  he  ever  gave  me  any 
directions  with  regard  to  that  particular  parcel.  After  the  hemp 
was  all  sol  1,  I  gave  Darragh  an  account  of  the  transaction.  *  * 
I  reeoUeel  that  he  objected  to  the  damage."  It  is  very  clear,  from 
this  testimony,  that  a  general  authority  was  given  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff's  clerk  to  sell  as  much  of  the  hemp  as  he 
could,  without  any  reservation  as  to  the  bales  that  were  damaged, 
which  were  thirty -three  in  number.  The  damage  to  these  bales 
was  not  shown  to  have  occurred  througii  any  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff.  It  was  damaged  by  dry  rot,  supposed  to 
have  been  occasioned  by  the  absorption  of  moisture  finom  the 
fl(X)r  of  the  place  where  it  was  stored,  though  it  was  on  higb 
ground,  and  the  floor  was  dry  when  the  hemp  was  placed  on  it. 

The  extent  of  the  defendant's  liability  was  not  gone  into  by 
the  ref^^Tee ;  for,  having  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  there  Wiis 
no  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  856  bales,  all  other  questions  in 
the  case  became  immaterial.  As  the  report  must  be  set  aside,  it 
would  be  better,  perhaps,  that  we  should  not  express  any  opinion 
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as  to  the  amount  which  thcplaintiflf  was  entitled  to  recover  uprm 
the  evidence;  for,  as  there  must  be  a  rehearing,  testimony  may 
be  introduced  which  may  materially  affect  that  question.  It  is 
enough  for  us  to  say  that  upon  the  evidence,  as  it  now  stands, 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  and  that  for  that  reason  the 
report  must  be  set  aside. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  new  trial  ordered. 


Jakes  Green  v.  The  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Commonalty 

OF  THE  City  of  New  York. 

An  act  of  the  legislature  iQcrcasing  the  salaries  of  the  justices  of  the  district  courts 
of  the  city  of  New  York  creates  a  valid  and  binding  obligation  upon  the  corpora- 
tion to  pay  the  increased  rate,  although  no  power  is  in  tornu  conferred  by  the  act 
to  create  a  Aind  to  meet  sucli  increase. 

Where  a  power  is  given  by  statute,  everythiog  necessary  to  make  it  effectual,  or  lo 
attain  the  end  contemplated,  is  implied. 

An  action  may  be  maintained  against  ilio  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York  to 
enforce,  by  jodg^ment  and  execution,  the  payment  of  a  legal  obligation  or  liability 
imposed  upon  or  iocurred  by  it,  although  no  fund  or  property  has  been  appropri- 
ated by  law  to  meet  such  payment 

The  provisions  of  the  city  cliartera  of  1830,  1849  and  1857,  prohibiting  the  drawing 
of  any  money  fh>m  the  treasury  until  it  lias  boon  duly  appropriated  to  the  purporio 
for  whidi  it  is  drawn ;  also  tlie  tax  law  of  1857,  restricting  tho  application  of  the 
moneys  authorized  to  be  raised  by  tax,  to  tho  objects  therein  8i>ecitiod ;  were  only 
designed  as  a  protection  against  usurpations,  improvidences,  or  dishonesty  of  cor- 
poration officials,  and  were  not  intended  to  prevent  the  0|)eratiou  of  any  subse- 
quent act  of  the  legislature. 

The  tax  law  of  1857  having  authorized  a  certain  sum  to  bo  levied  for  specified  pur- 
poses, ^  and  for  such  other  expenses  as  the  mayor,  &o.,  of  New  York  may  be  put 
to  by  law,"  Md,  in  an  action  brought  by  a  justice  of  a  district  court  whose  salary 
liad  beeo  subsequently  increased  by  an  act  of  tho  legi:slaturo,  that  such  act  imposed 
Buch  an  obligation  or  expense,  and  the  increased  salary  might  be  paid  out  of  any 
contingent  fund  provided  for,  or  out  of  any  surplus  over  the  estimated  amounts 
specified  In  the  tax  bill  as  required  for  a  particular  purposo. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  a  district  court.    The  facts  of  the 
case  were,  that  the  plaintifT  was  a  justice  of  one  of  the  district 
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courts.  His  salary,  prior  to  April  18th,  1857,  was  at  the  rate  of 
$2,000  per  year.  At  that  date  the  legislature,  by  statute,  (1  Laws 
of  1857,  p.  725,  §  68),  raised  the  salary  attached  to  his  office  to 
$8,000  per  year,  providing  that  it  should  be  payable  on  the  first 
day  of  each  month  out  of  the  city  treasury.  The  present  action 
was  brought  to  recover  one  month's  salary  at  the  increased  rate. 

The  defence  was,  in  substance,  that  there  was  no  money  in  the 
city  treasury  which  could  by  law  be  applied  to  the  payment  of 
the  plaintiff's  claim.  In  support  of  the  defence  the  particular 
facts  relied  upon  are  so  fully  indicated  in  the  points,  that  it  is 
considered  unnecessary  to  state  them  here. 

The  justice  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff)  and  the  defend* 
ants  appealed. 

A,  R.  Laiorence,  jr.^  for  the  appellants. 

I.  The  facts  set  forth  in  the  answer  constitute  a  perfect  defence. 
1  Laws  of  1857,  707.  1.  The  respondents  are  the  creatures  of 
statute,  and  can  only  act  in  the  manner  prescribed  thereby.  Boon 
V.  Cilf/  of  Uticay  2  Barb.  104 ;  Ileaul  v.  Pmvulence  Ins,  Cb.j  2  Cranch, 
127;  Dartmouth  CoVege  v.  Woodward,  4  Wheat.  636;  Bank  of  U. 
S.  v.  Dahdrklje,  12  lb.  64 ;  Bank  ofAurjusta  v.  Earl,  13  Pet  387; 
llodf/es  v.  CUy  of  Buffalo,  2  Den.  110;  Hitmershaw  v.  Wolvtihatup' 
ton  Waterworks  Co,,  4  Engl.  L.  k  Eq.  R.  426 ;  Farmers'  L.  A  T.  Cb, 
v.  Carroll,  5  Barb.  618.  '  2.  The  charter  of  1830,  (§  19;  Davies' 
Laws,  202),  which  was  in  force  until  May  1, 1857,  prohibited  the 
respondents  from  borrowing  any  monej^  except  in  anticipation 
of  their  annual  revenue,  unless  authorized  by  a  special  act;  and 
the  charter  of  1857,  (1  Laws  of  1857,  p.  885,  §  33),  which  took 
effect  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1857,  contains  the  same  prohibition. 
3.  The  tax  act  of  1867  only  authorized  the  supervisors  of  the 
county  of  New  York  to  raise  an  amount  of  money  sufficient  to 
I)ay  the  salaries  of  officers,  payable  out  of  the  city  treasury,  at 
the  rates  allowed  by  law  at  that  time.  1  Laws  of  1857, 159.  And 
section  2  of  that  act  prohibits  the  application  of  the  sums  therein 
authorized  to  be  raised,  to  any  other  objects  or  purposes  than 
those  for  which  the  supervisors  are  empowered  to  raise  the  same. 
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Clearly,  under  this  act,  neither  the  respondents  nor  the  super- 
visors ciin  raise  any  money  to  pay  the  appellant  the  increase  in 
bis  salary  demanded  in  the  complaint.  4.  The  act  of  April  13, 
1857,  (1  Laws  of  1857,  p.  725,  §  60),  gives  no  power  to  the  re- 
spondents by  loan,  or  to  the  supervisors  by  tax,  to  ruse  any 
amount  to  meet  the  increase  in  the  salaries  of  the  justices  of  the 
district  courts  made  by  that  act ;  and  no  other  acts  authorized 
such  loan,  or  tax ;  so  that  the  legislature  provided  no  means  to 
enable  the  respondents  to  meet  the  same.  5.  The  whole  revenue 
of  the  respondents,  derived  from  other  sources  than  that  of  taxa- 
tion, is  pledged  by  law  for  the  permanent  debt  of  the  respond- 
enta  Davies'  Laws,  891.  6.  There  is  no  appropriation,  nor  i% 
there  any  money  in  their  treasury,  out  of  which  they  can  pay 
the  appellant  the  increase  in  his  salary.  The  charters  of  1S3(>- 
1849  provide  that  no  money  shall  be  drawn  from  the  treasury 
until  it  has  been  duly  appropriated  to  the  purpose  for  which  it 
is  drawn.  Id.  202,  §  18;  205-7,  §§  7,  19.  And  these  provis- 
ions are  continued  in  force  by  the  charter  of  1857.  1  Laws  of 
1857,  p.  884,  §  81. 

IL  A  pAyment  of  the  resix>ndent's  demand  out  of  any  of  the 
moneys  authorized  to  bo  raised  by  the  supervisors  by  the  act  of 
March  5, 1857,  would  subjtx)t  the  officers  making  the  same  to  the 
penalties  imposed  by  section  40  of  the  charter  of  1857.  1  Laws 
of  1857,  888. 

III.  The  inability  of  the  appellants  to  pay  the  respondent  has 
not  arisen  from  any  neglect  of  duty  on  their  part,  or  on  that  of 
their  officers. 

IV.  Tlie  l^slature  having  neglected  to  provide  the  appellants 
with  means  to  pay  the  increase  in  the  salary  of  the  respondent^ 
their  property  cannot  now  be  taken  under  execution  for  the  satis- 
faction of  such  daim. 

Weaadl  &  Smiih^  for  the  respondent. 

L  It  is  admitted  that  the  respondent^  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  was  a  justice  of  a  district  court ;  that 
salary,  as  such,  was  at  the  rate  of  $2,000  per  year  up  to  April 
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13,  1857,  \vlieii  it  was  increased  by  an  act  of  the  legislatare  to 
$3,000  per  year.  This  salary  is  made  payable,  on  the  first  day 
of  each  and  every  month,  out  of  the  city  treasury,  and  took  eflTect 
immediately.  1  Laws  of  1857,  p.  725,  §  68.  It  follows  that  the 
respondent  was  entitled  to  the  salary  provided  by  law,  viz.,  at 
the  rate  of  $2,000  per  year  up  to  13ih  April,  1857,  and  after  that 
at  the  rate  of  $3,000  per  year,  payable  monthly,  as  demanded  in 
the  complaint ;  and,  being  thus  entitled,  he  has  a  remedy  by 
action  if  payment  is  refused,  and  no  other.  Lynch  v.  Mayors  25 
Wend.  680,  and  cases  cited. 

II.  That  the  legislature  had  the  authority  to  pass  this  act 
increasing  the  salaries  of  these  justices,  and  making  the  same 
payable  out  of  the  city  treasury,  is  not  disputed.  Peopk  v.  War^ 
7ier,  7  Hill,  81,  82 ;  &  C.  in  error,  2  Denio,  272,  281 ;  Conner  y. 
Mayor,  1  Seld.  285,  296. 

III.  But  admitting  that  the  comptroller  made  the  estimate; 
that  the  common  council  passed  the  ordinances  and  resolutioDi 
and  the  legislature  passed  the  tax  bill,  as  stated  in  the  answer; 
then  we  say,  1,  We  are  to  be  governed  by  the  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture alone,  and  have  a  right  to  refer  to  it  on  this  appeal  as  to 
what  was  intended,  without  regard  to  averments  in  the  answer 
as  to  its  construction,  and  for  the  obvious  reason,  2,  That  neither 
the  estimate  of  the  comptroller,  nor  the  ordinance  of  the  common 
council,  are  binding  on  the  legislature,  for  tbe  common  council 
may  alter  the  estimate  of  the  comptroller,  as  has  been  done 
recently,  and  the  legislature  may  alter  the  estimate  of  the  com- 
mon council,  or  refuse  to  pass  them  entirely ;  3,  It  follows  tfaat^ 
as  the  act  of  the  legislature  was  binding,  we  cannot  go  behind  it 
to  see  upon  what  basis  the  estimates  were  made. 

lY.  It  appears,  upon  the  face  of  the  answer,  that  it  is  not  true 
that  no  appropriation  has  been  made,  out  of  which  the  claim  of 
the  respondent  could  be  paid.  1.  There  is  the  appropriation  of 
$412,500,  which  is  general,  to  pay  salaries  from  the  city  treasaiy, 
without  any  reference  to  the  estimates  of  the  comptroller,  and  it 
is  not  pretended  that  this  sum  was  exhausted.  Until  that  was 
done,  this  allegation  forms  no  defence.    Ordinances  1856 ;  1  Lairs 
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1857,  159.  2.  ITien  there  are  the  items  of  county  and  city  con- 
tingencies,  $80,000,  which  were  intended  to  apply  to  just  such  a 
case  as  the  present.  lb. ;  Sun  Mutual  Ins.  Co,  v.  Muj/or,  <tc*.,  3 
Sand£  10,  14.  8.  Then  comes  the  provision,  that  in  addition  to 
the  items  mentioned  in  the  ordinances,  "And  for  such  other  ex- 
penses as  the  mayor,  aldermen,  &c.,  may  be  put  to  by  law."  lb. 
4.  It  therefore  appears  that  the  necessary  appropriation  has  been 
made.  It  is  virtually  admitted  it  has  been  received ;  and  there  is 
nothing  to  show  but  that  the  money  is  in  the  treasury  now  :  cer- 
tainly there  is  no  allegation  that  it  has  been  exhausted, 

V.  The  allegation  that  the  defendants  are  not  authorized  to 
raise  the  same  by  loan,  is  equally  unfounded.  1.  They  are  au- 
thorized to  raise  the  same  by  loan,  in  anticipation  of  revenue, 
without  permission  of  the  legislature.  Laws  1830,  p.  128,  §§  18, 
19 ;  1857,  p.  884,  §§  31-83.  2.  There  is  nothing  in  the  answer 
to  show  that  the  defendants  had  no  revenue,  and  that  they  could 
not  make  a  loan  in  anticipation  thereof;  on  the  contrary,  it 
appears  that  they  have  revenue ;  and  we  instance,  in  addition, 
fees,  &c...  received  from  these  courts.  Webster's  Diet. ;  Wharton's 
Law  Lex. ;  Bouvicr's  Law  Diet,  tit.  Revenue. 

VI.  They  also  had  authority  to  raise  it  by  tax  under  the  act 
of  1857,  as  above  shown.    1  Laws  of  1857, 157. 

Vn.  The  legislature,  by  the  act  reorganizing  these  courts  and 
giving  the  increase  of  salary  to  the  judges,  (as  they  had  a  perfect 
right  to  do),  gave  the  right  to  the  defendants,  and  imposed  on 
them  the  duty,  to  provide  the  necessary  means  f  )r  the  payment 
tbeieof.  Stiff  v.  Hart,  1  Comst.  20,  80 ;  1  Kent's  Com.  (5ih  ed.) 
464.  1.  They  had  the  right  to  raise  this  money  either  by  loan 
or  tax,  as  above  shown,  2.  Tlie  act  organizing  these  courts 
removes  the  restriction  on  defendants,  if  any  was  imposed.  Laws 
of  1857,  pp.  707,  729,  §§  81,  82.  8.  The  legislature  having 
imposed  upon  the  defendants  the  duty  of  paying  this  increased 
salary,  they  gave  them  all  the  authority  necessary  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  same.    lb. 

VIIL  But,  admitting  the  facts  stated  in  the  answer,  it  forms 
no  defence  against  this  claim.     1.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
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the  amount  claimed  for  his  salary,  as  provided  by  law  and  admit- 
ted  iu  his  answer ;  and,  if  not  paid  when  due,  he  had  a  right  to 
his  action,  and  had  no  other  remedy.  Lynch  v.  Mayor^  25  Wend. 
680,  and  cases  cited.  2.  No  restrictions  are  contained  in  ihe 
charter,  or  laws  which  have  been  adopted  since,  altering  the  prin- 
ciples of  that  decision.  S.  No  omission  of  the  legislature,  the 
common  council,  or  their  financial  officer,  could  be  any  defence 
against  the  plaintiff.  4.  It  is  not  shown  that  the  real  estate, 
rents,  &c.,  of  defendants  are  pledged  by  law  to  the  payment  oi 
the  public  debt ;  but  if  it  was,  it  is  no  defence,  because,  in  such 
case  the  judgment  of  the  plaintiff  would  be  a  lien  subordinate  ta 
the  rights  of  the  public  creditor. 

IX.  The  act  of  April  18,  1857,  is  not  obnoxious  to  the  objeo 
tion  that  it  is  a  local  or  private  act,  and  contains  more  than  one 
subject  not  embraced  in  its  title,  and  therefore  unconstitutionaL 
Const.,  arL  3,  §  13  ;  1  Laws  1857,  707 ;  5  Sand£  10 ;  1  Seld.  285^ 
293-7 ;  15  Barb.  657 ;  Deb.  on  Const.,  Atlas  ed.  176,  Arg.  ed.  13i 

X.  If  the  judgment  is  reversed,  it  presents  this  curious  anom 
aly :  1.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  his  claim  as  demanded.  2.  Thai 
he  had  a  right  to  bring  this  action  for  the  same  against  the  de 
fendants,  who  are  liable ;  and  which  was  his  only  remedy.  3.  Yet 
he  is  turned  out  of  court,  and  made  to  pay  a  bill  of  costs,  because 
the  legislature,  or  common  council,  have  omitted  something  they 
should  have  done,  but  over  which  he  had  no  control. 

By  the  Court,  Brady,  J. — In  this  case,  the  theory  of  the  de- 
fence is,  that  the  corporation,  having  no  funds  to  pay  the  plain 
tiff's  claim,  and  no  power  to  raise  it  inprcesentij  they  are  not  liable. 
That  the  legislature  has  imposed  upon  them  a  pecuniary  obliga- 
tion without  giving  them  the  means  of  discharging  it,  and  that 
compulsory  process  should  not,  therefore,  be  issued  against  them. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  increase  the  salaries  of  tbe 
justices  of  the  district  courts  was  not  questioned  on  the  argu- 
ment. It  could  not  well  be.  People  v.TFamcr,  7  Hill,  81,  82; 
S.  C.  in  error,  2  Denio,  272,  281 ;  Qmner  v.  The  Ifayor,  1  Sel. 
285,  296.    The  act,  therefore,  providing  for  such  increase  was 
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valid,  and  the  obligation  imposed  on  the  defendants  binding. 
Haying  arrived  at  this  result,  the  question  which  presents  itself 
is  whether,  in  answer  to  the  obligation  thus  imposed  and  sought 
to  be  enforced,  the  defendants  have  presented  a  legal  defence  ? 
I  think  not.     Assuming  the  fact  to  be  as  alleged  in  the  an.«^wer, 
that  the  defendants  had  no  fund  out  of  which  the  increase  could 
be  paid ;  and  admitting  that  the  act  increasing  the  salary  did 
not,  by  its  own  terms,  confer  any  power  to  create  a  fund  to 
meet  such  increase,  that  fact  does  not  discbarge  the  defendants 
fnym  Uabtlify.    When  a  power  is  given  by  statute,  everything 
necessary  to  make  it  effectual,  or  requisite  to  attain  the  end,  is 
implied.    SUe/y.  Hart,  1  Com.  30;  1  Kent.  Com.  (5th  ed.)  464. 
So,  where  the  law  commands  a  thing  to  be  done,  it  authorizes 
the  performance  of  whatever  may  be  necessary  for  executing  its 
commands.    FoUamVs  case,  5  Coke,  116.     The  defendants,  how- 
ever, say  that,  by  the  charter  of  1857  (Laws  1857,  Vol.  1,  p.  885,) 
they  are  prohibited  from  borrowing  any  money,  except  in  anti* 
cipation  of  the  revenue  of  the  year  in  which  such  loan  shall  bo 
made,  unless  authorized  by  a  special  act  of  the  legislature.  That 
the  tax  bill  of  1857  (Laws  1857,  Vol.  1,  p.  59,)  only  authorized- 
the  supervisors  of  the  county  of  New  York  to  raise  an  amount 
of  money  for  salaries,  sufficient  to  pay  the  salaries  of  officers 
payable  out  of  the  city  treasury,  at  the  rates  allowed  by  law  at 
the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  which  did  not  embrace 
the  increased  salary  of  the  plaintiff;  that  the  second  section  of 
the  tax  bill  {supra)  prohibited  the  application  of  the  sums  thereby 
to  be  raised,  to  any  other  objects  or  purposes  than  those  for 
which  the  supervisors  were  empowered  to  raise  the  same ;:  that 
the  whole  revenue  of  the  defendants,  derived  from  other  sources 
than  that  of  iaxaiion,  is  pledged  by  law  for  their  permanent 
debt ;  (Davies'  Laws,  891) ;  that  the  charters  of  1830-1849  pro^ 
vide  that  no  money  shall  be  drawn  from  the  treasury  until  it 
has  been  duly  appropriated  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  drawn ; 
(Davies*  Laws,  pp.  202,  205,  207) ;  that  these  provisions  are  con- 
tinued in  force  by  the  charter  of  1857,  (§  81),  and  that  a  pay- 
ment by  the  defendants,  out  of  the  moneys  authorized  to  be 
Vol.  II.  14 
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raised  by  the  supervisors  by  act  of  March,  1857,  would  subject 
the  officers  making  the  same  to  the  penalties  imposed  by  sec.  40  of 
the  charter  of  1857.    This  presents  an  array  of  statutes  in  sup- 
posed opposition  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  lo  insist  upon  his 
salary ;  but  I  think  they  can  have  no  such  effect     They  were 
all  designed  to  protect  the  people  of  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York  from  the  usurpations,  improvidences,  or  dishonesty  of  offi- 
cers of  the  corporation  who  might  feel  disposed  to  be  derelict, 
.and  for  no  other  purpose.    They  are  guards  thrown  around  the 
jproperty  of  the  people,  but  never  were  designed  or  intended  to 
^prevent  the  operation  of  a  subsequent  statute,  passed,  it  ma<^  bo 
]|»nesumed,  with  full  knowledge  of  their  existence  and  purposes. 
The  legislature  having  the  power,  then,  to  increase  the  salaries 
of  the  justices,  and  thus  to  impose  upon  the  defendants  a  burden, 
and  having  done  so,  all  the  elements  exist  which  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  judgment    The  defendants'  liability  is  fixed  by  com- 
petent authority,  and  they  are  subject  to  the  ordinary  modes  of 
having  legal  liabilities  enforced.     The  People,  Ac,  r.  Hie  Mm/yr, 
Jtcj  25  Wend  680.    I  am  aware  that  Judge  Ikorahah  has 
expressed  a  different  view  of  this  question ;  but^  although  I  en- 
tertain profound  respect  for  his  opinion,  I  am  constrained  to 
differ  from  him.     I  think  the  liability  of  the  defendants  beyond 
question,  and  that  they  are  subject  to  all  the  legal  consequences 
of  that  liability.     It  may  be  said,  perhaps  with  propriety,  that 
the  defendants,  though  liable,  are  powerless,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff  should  be  restrained  from  enforcing  his  judgment  until  the 
time  arrives  at  which  they  can  provide  for  the  emergency  by 
the  usual  estimate  and  tax  bill,  but  we  are  not  called  upon  to 
decide  such  a  proposition,  or  to  give  it  consideration. 

The  conclusion  thus  expressed  is  predicated  upon  the  truth 
of  the  averment,  that  the  defendants  have  no  funds  out  of  which 
the  plaintiff  ^s  claim  can  be  paid,  and  no  power  to  raise  money 
for  that  purpose.  Is  this  true  7  On  reference  to  tax  bill  of  1857, 
(supra),  authorizing  the  supervisors  to  raise  money  by  tax,  it 
will  be  perceived  that  there  are  two  items  for  contingencies-- 
one  for  the  county  of  $80,000,  and  one  for  the  city  of  $40,000, 


NEW  YORK-DEC KMBER,  185a  211 

Green  v.  Major,  Ac.,  of  the  City  of  New  York. 

and  that  these  form  a  part  of  the  sum  of  $3,612,682  to  be  levied 
not  only  for  the  objects  and  purposes  enumerated,  but  for  "  such 
other  expenses  as  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  commonalty  of  the 
city  of  New  York  may  be  put  to  by  law."  And  it  appear?,  by 
the  defendants'  answer,  that  the  items  of  the  bill  compose  an 
estimate  of  the  probable  amount  of  tax  required  for  that  year, 
and  furnished  by  the  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  Yort,  as 
required  by  ordinance  of  May  SO,  1849.  The  defendants  do  not 
aver  that  they  have  no  property  out  of  which  the  plaintiff's 
claim  could  be  made,  but,  reposing  upon  the  disabilities  created 
by  the  statutes  mentioned,  say,  that  they  have  no  money  in  the 
treasury  out  of  which  they  are  authorized  to  pay.  They  do  not 
allege  that  the  county  and  city  contingencies  are  either  exhausted 
or  will  be  required  for  purposes  other  than  salaries ;  they  assume 
that  the  sum  of  $412,500,  levied  for  salaries,  and  which  will 
be  required  for  that  purpose,  without  i*eference  to  the  increase  ot 
the  salaries  of  the  justices,  is  the  only  fund  appropriated  which 
can  be  touched  to  pay  the  plaintiff's  claim.  We  have  seen  that 
the  tax  bill  of  1857  appropriates  the  sum  of  $8,612,682  to  the 
payment  of  certain  sums,  estimated  to  be  necessary  for  certain 
purposes,  and  also  for  such  other  expenses  as  the  defendants 
may  be  put  to  by  law ;  and  we  have  also  seen  that  the  increased 
salary  of  the  plaintiff  was  an  expense  to  which  the  defendants 
were  put  by  law.  Can  there  be  a  doubt  that  the  act  of  the  legis- 
lature, increasing  the  plaintiff^s  salary,  is  an  appropriation  of  the 
defendants'  funds  for  that  purpose,  or  thai  the  defendants,  under 
the  general  power  to  pay  "  such  other  expenses  as  they  may  be 
put  to  by  law,"  would  have  the  power  out  of  any  contingent 
fund,  or  any  surplus  over  the  estimates,  to  pay  the  plaintiff?  I 
think  clearly  not ;  and  that  there  is  no  such  contingent  fund, 
and  that  there  was  or  would  be  no  such  surplus,  does  not  ap* 
pear«  It  is  my  opinion,  for  these  reasons,  that  the  averment  of 
the  defendants^  that  they  have  no  fund  out  of  which  they  are 
authorized  to  pay  the  plaintiff,  is  not  sustained,  and  that  the 
judgment,  on  that  ground,  as  well  as  upon  the  question  first 
consideredi  should  be  affirmed.  Judgment  affirmed. 
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Chables  F.  Watts  v.  James  C.  Willett,  sheriff,  &c. 

The  official  return,  by  a  constable,  of  proceedings  under  an  attachment  issued  bv  t 
justice  of  the  Marine  Court  under  the  non-imprisonment  act,  should  specify  the 
manner  in  which  the  writ  has  been  executed,  and,  in  addition,  specifically  state 
whether  a  copy  was  or  was  not  personally  served  on  the  defendant  named  in  it 

If  the  defendant  cannot  be  found  in  the  county,  then  it  should  show  that  the  cod- 
stable  left  a  certified  copy  of  the  attachment  and  inventory  at  the  defendant'i 
last  place  of  residence,  specifying  it 

Where  the  affidavits,  on  which  the  attachment  was  issued,  showed  that  the  defend* 
ant  resided  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  at  Na  54  first  street,  and  the 
return  of  the  constable  stated,  that  because  he  could  not  find  the  defendant,  be 
left  a  copy  of  the  attachment  and  inventory  with  a  person,  in  whose  posseseion 
he  found  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  at  No.  252  Washington  street 

Bddf  that  the  attachment  was  not  served  in  the  manner  required  by  statute,  and 
the  constable  acquired  no  right  to  the  possession  of  the  property,  nor  any  right 
of  action  respecting  it. 

Such  a  return  will  not  authorize  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  to  trial  upon  the  return  day 
of  the  attachment  And  although  the  voluntary  appearance  of  the  defendant  at 
that  time  is  sufficient  to  confer  upon  the  justice  jurisdiction  to  proceed  to  trial  and 
judgment,  that  act  does  not  make  an  incomplete  service  of  the  attachment  perfect 
in  law,  as  against  executions  levied  by  the  sheriff  in  favor  of  other  creditors. 

It  is  the  service  of  the  attachment  whicli  places  goods  taken  under  it  in  the  custody 
of  the  law,  and  creates  a  valid  lien,  which  a  subsequent  execution  cannot  remove. 

Appeal  by  plaintiflffrom  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  Court  at 
general  term.  On  or  about  the  19th  day  of  May,  1856,  two 
attachments  against  the  property  of  Joseph  Crawford  were 
duly  issued  by  and  out  of  the  Marino  Court  of  the  city  of  New 
York  to  the  plaintiff,  as  constable,  one  of  which  attachments 
was  at  the  suit  of  Skelding  &  Thorp,  for  $279.17,  the  other  at 
the  suit  of  John  Anderson,  for  $208.85.  The  affidavits  upoa 
which  the  attachments  were  issued  showed  that  the  defendant, 
Crawford,  resided  at  No.  54  First  street,  New  York  city,  and 
kept  a  store  at  No.  252  Washington  street,  and  set  forth  varioos 
facts  tending  to  show  th  it  he  had  made  a  pretended  sale  of  his 
stock  of  goods,  and  was  keeping  himself  concealed,  with  intent 
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to  defraud  his  creditors.  Tliese  attachments  were  executed  by 
the  plaintiff  on  tlie  same  day  that  they  were  issued,  and  the  fol- 
lowing return  was  made  by  him  of  his  service  in  each  case : 

"By  virtue  of  the  within  attachment  I  did,  on  the  19th  day 
of  May,  1856,  attach  and  take  into  my  custody  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  defendant  within  named,  and  an  inventory  of 
which  the  annexed  is  a  copy  ;  and  immediately  on  the  same  day, 
brcause  I  could  not  find  the  defendant,  I  left  a  copy  of  said  at- 
tiicliiLient  and  inventory  with  a  person,  in  whose  possession  I 
found  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  at  No.  252  Wash- 
ington street  in  the  city  of  New  York." 

To  this  return  an  inventory  of  the  property  attached,  was  an- 
nexed. 

The  attachments  were  made  returnable  on  the  26th  day  of 
May,  1856.  On  that  day  the  defendant  Crawford  appeared  at 
court,  and  judgment  was  rendered  against  him.  On  the  16th, 
17th,  19th,  20th,  and  21st  days  of  May,  1856,  executions  at  the 
suit  of  various  creditors  of  Joseph  Crawford  were  issued  to 
the  defendant,  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
antl  were  levied  by  him  on  the  same  property  thus  attached  by 
the  plaintiff;  the  property  was  sold  under  these  executions,  and 
the  proceeds  applied  to  the  payment  thereof.  It  was  admitted 
that  the  property  so  S'Ud  was  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the 
attachments,  and  the  executions  issued  prior  to  the  attachments. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  attach- 
ments from  the  defendant,  the  sheriff,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
attachments  constituted  a  lien  upon  the  property,  which  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  satisfied  before  the  executions 
issued  on  the  20th  and  2l8t  of  May.  On  the  trial,  the  defend- 
ant moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  ground  that  the 
attachments  were  irregularly  issued  and  served,  and  constituted 
no  lien  upon  the  property.  The  motion  was  granted,  and  the 
complaint  was  dismissed.  The  judgment  of  dismissal  was 
affirmed  at  general  term,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 
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Lewis  B.  Reed,  jr.,  and  John  Sessions,  for  the  appellant. 

I.  The  judge  haying  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  attachipent|  it 
follows  that  the  levy  was  valid ;  for  it  was  not  necessary  servia 
should  precede  the  levj/;  on  the  contrary,  it  must  follow.  §  36. 
And  any  irregularity  in  the  service  was  cured  by  the  appearance, 
although  by  attorney.  9  Barb.  381 ;  2  R  S.  (2d  ed.)  p.  162, 
§§  27,  28,  29;  Id.,  p.  202,  §§  293,  294,  295. 

II.  The  attachment,  being  warranted  by  law,  created  a  lien 
not  only  against  the  debtor,  but  also  against  subsequent  attach- 
ments and  executions.     Van  Loan  v.  Klane,  10  Johns.  129. 

III.  Jurisdiction  having  been  acquired,  it  cannot  be  lost  by 
mere  irregularity ;  the  proceedings  may  be  reversed,  but  they 
are  not  void.  Every  intendment  will  be  made  in  fevor  of  regor 
larity,  and  third  parties  will  not  be  allowed  to  inquire  into  them. 
8  Cow.  R 127 ;  8  Denio  R.  168 ;  2  Hill  R  517 ;  21  Wend.  R  47. 

I Y.  Presumptions  will  not  be  allowed  to  onst  a  justice  of  juris- 
diction, (12  Barb.  550) ;  not  only  is  this  so,  but  public  officers— i 
justice,  constable,  dro., — are  presumed  to  have  done  all  that  the 
law  requires  when  it  appears  they  have  undertaken  to  do  a  thing. 
Van  Kirk  v.  Wilde,  11  Barb.  520. 

A.  J,  Vanderpoelj  {Brown,  Hall  Je  Vanderpoelj^  for  the  res- 
pondent. 

I.  The  officer  did  not  serve  the  attachment  in  the  manner 
required  by  statute,  and  obtained  no  lien  upon  the  property  ot 
the  debtor,  as  against  the  claims  of  judgment  creditors  interme- 
diate the  levy  and  the  return  day  of  the  attachment  The 
remedy  by  attachment,  where  it  is  jurisdictional  process,  is  only 
available  to  a  party  who  strictly  complies  with  all  the  statutory 
provisions.  2  R.  S.  (4th  ed.)  p.  432,  §  29;  Id.,  p.  461,  §  218; 
Cook  V.  McDoel,  3  Denio,  817;  Willard  v.  Sperry,  16  Johns.  121. 
cu  The  plaintiff  did  not  leave  a  copy  of  the  attachment  or  in- 
ventory, certified  or  otherwise,  at  the  last  place  of  residence  of 
the  defendant  The  return  does  not  allege  that  the  defendant 
did  not  have  a  place  of  residence  within  the  county,  nor  whether 
he  could  not  find  him  within  the  county.    If  he  can  be  fuuod 
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in  the  county,  the  attachment  must  be  personally  servedi  and 
the  ftct  stated.  Laws  of  1831,  p.  404,  §  86.  b.  <'  It  is  a  r^^ar 
return  only  that  can  give  jurisdiction."  Siuart  v.  Smith,  17  Wend. 
517 ;  ^Vheeler  v.  Lampman,  14  Johns.  R.  481 ;  Barnes  v.  Harris, 
(per  Bbon8oK|  J.),  4  Com.  888. 

II.  The  plaintiff's  title  is  not  aided  by  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant in  the  attachment  appeared  on  the  return  day.  The 
rights  of  the  sheriff  acquired  on  the  19th,  20tb,  and  21st  days 
of  May,  1868,  could  not  be  impaired  by  any  subsequent  acts 
or  waiver  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  the  property.  The 
debtor  could  not,  by  appearing  in  court,  work  a  transfer  of  title, 
so  as  to  defbat  the  levy,  any  more  than  he  could  do  so  by  an 
instrument  imder  his  hand  and  seal.  Homan  v.  Brinckerhoff, 
1  Denio,  184. 

IIL  The  sheriff  has  a  right  to  object  to  the  validity  of  the 
plaintiff's  levy  of  the  attachments.  Horton  v.  Hendershot,  1 
Hill,  118. 

lY.  The  action  for  m#ney  had  and  received  will  not  lie,  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  present  case. 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — The  material  question  to  be  here 
determined  is,  whether  the  attachment  issued  out  of  the  Marine 
Court  was  duly  served  by  the  plaintiff,  as  constable,  on  the  lOtli 
of  May,  1856  ?  because,  if  such  was  the  case,  it  is  conceded  that 
the  proceeds  of  the  property  attached,  and  applied  to  the  payment 
of  executions  delivered  to  the  defendant,  as  sheriff,  after  that  day 
and  prior  to  the  26th  of  May,  were  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  recovered  in  the  Marine  Court  on  the 
return  of  the  attachment  The  return  of  the  constable  is  in  the 
following  words,  endorsed  on  the  writ : 

"  By  virtue  of  the  within  attachment  I  did,  on  the  19th  day  of 
May,  1866,  attach  and  take  into  my  custody  the  goods  and  chat- 
tels of  the  defendant  within  named,  and  an  inventory  of  which 
the  annexed  is  a  copy ;  and  immediately  on  the  same  da}'^,  because 
Icaitld  noijind  the  defendant,  I  left  a  copy  of  said  attachment  and 
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inventorj  with  a  persoD,  in  whose  possession  I  found  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  at  No.  252  Washington  street  in 
the  city  of  New  York." 

The  36th  section  of  the  Non-imprisonment  Act  (Laws  of  1881, 
396 ;  2  R  S.  (4th  ed.)  p.  461,  §  218 ;  also  p.  482,  §  29,)  directs 
that  the  attachment  shall  be  executed  by  the  constable  to  whom 
it  is  delivered,  by  attaching  and  taking  into  his  custody  such  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant  as  shall  be  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  plaintiff's  demand,  immediately  making  an  inyentoiy 
of  the  property  seized,  and  leaving  a  copy  of  the  attachment  and 
of  the  inventory,  certified  by  him,  at  the  last  place  of  residence  of 
the  defendant ;  and  if  the  defendant  can  be  found  in  the  county, 
such  copy  shall  be  served  upon  him  personally,  instead  of  leaving 
it  at  his  last  place  of  residence.  But  if  the  defendant  has  no 
place  of  residence  in  the  county  where  the  goods  and  chattels  are 
attached,  and  cannot  be  found  therein,  such  copy  and  inventory 
shall  be  left  with  the  person  in  whose  possession  the  goods  and 
chattels  shall  be  found. 

It  appears  that  the  attachment  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims, 
was  issued  against  the  property  of  one  James  Crawford  upon  tlie 
application  of  one  James  K  Butler,  a  creditor,  and  was  founded 
on  the  affidavit  of  Butler  and  others  tending  to  show  that  Craw- 
ford had  made  a  colorable  sale  of  his  property  contained  in  his 
store  and  place  of  business  No.  252  Washington  street,  with 
intent  to  defraud  his  creditors.  That  after  diligent  search  for 
him  by  Butler  for  48  hours,  by  sending  and  going  to  his  resi- 
dence No.  54  First  street  in  this  city,  he  had  been  unable  to  find 
him;  and  Butler's  belief  was  that  Crawford  kept  himself  con- 
cealed to  avoid  his  creditors,  and  to  avoid  service  of  process.  This 
was  sworn  to  two  days  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  attachment 

The  facts  thus  stated  rendered  the  duty  of  the  plainiiiS^  as  con- 
stable, in  executing  the  attachment,  very  plain  and  simple.  After 
taking  the  goods  and  cliattels  into  his  possession,  and  making  aa 
inventory  thereof,  he  was  to  make  diligent  inquiry  for  the  de- 
fendant Crawford,  and  if  he  could  not  be  found  in  the  county,  tlicn 
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leave  a  certified  copy  of  the  inventory  and  attachment  at  his  place 
of  residence  No.  64  First  street,  and  in  the  official  return  of  the 
proceedings  under  the  attachment  he  should  have  specified  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  executed,  and,  in  addition,  specifically 
stated  whether  such  copy  was  or  was  not  personally  served  on  the 
defendant  named  in  it.    Laws  of  1881,  p.  896,  §  86. 

Now  it  is  quite  clear,  fix)m  the  plaintiff's  return,  that  the  attach- 
ment was  not  served  in  the  manner  required  by  law,  nor  was 
the  return  sufficient  to  authorize  Butler  to  proceed  to  trial  before 
the  justice  upon  the  return  day  of  the  attachment.  lb.,  §  o8; 
Cook  V.  ifcDoelj  8  Denio,  817.  It  is  true,  the  justice  acquired 
jurisdiction  to  proceed  to  trial  and  judgment  on  that  day  by  the 
defendfloat  Crawford  voluntarily  appearing,  but  that  act  could  not 
make  an  incomplete  service  of  the  attachment  perfect  in  law  as 
against  prior  executions,  already  levied  by  the  defendant  in  this 
action,  in  fiivor  of  other  creditors.  Horton  v.  Hendershot,  1  Hill, 
118.  Although  the  judgment  was  valid,  yet  the  plaintiff,  as  con- 
stable, acquired  no  other  right  to  the  property  than  such  as  a  legal 
service  of  the  attachment  would  have  given  him,  (floman  v. 
Brinkerhoffj  1  Denio,  184 ;  Barnes  v.  Harris,  4  Comst.  374) ;  and, 
as  we  have  seen  the  attachment  was  not  served  in  the  manner  rc- 
required  by  the  statute,  he  acquired  no  right  to  the  poy session  of 
the  property,  nor  any  right  of  action  respecting  it.  It  is  the  ser- 
vice of  the  attachment  which  places  goods  taken  under  it  in  the 
custody  of  the  law,  and  creates  a  valid  lien,  which  a  subsequent 
execution  cannot  remove.    Van  Loan  v.  Klane^  10  John.  129. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


The  New  York  Academy  of  Music  v.  James  H.  H-a.ckett. 

To  work  a  forfuituro  of  a  lease  for  the  Don-pajment  of  rent,  a  demand  must  be 
made  upon  Uie  demised  promises,  at  a  convenieot  time  before  siindowD,  on  the 
day  the  rent  falls  due;  and  the  exact  amount  must  be  demanded. 

The  tenant,  in  such  a  case,  has  until  midnight  to  p.ny  the  rent,  and  until  the  whole 
day  ban  actually  expired,  the  landlord  cannot  put  in  force  his  riglit  to  re-enter. 
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Forfeitures  of  this  description  sre  not  fa? ored  in  the  law,  and  thersfore,  when  U  ii 
insisted  on,  a  demand  of  rent  due  must  be  shown  with  great  particularitj. 

A  denial  in  an  answer,  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  rent,  of  "  each  and  eveiy 
allegation  in  the  complaint,  wherein  and  whereby  the  defendant  is  charged  with 
being  liable  for  anj  rent  to  the  plaintiffii,  or  of  any  sum  being  due  or  owing  from 
him  to  them,"  puts  at  issue  an  averment  in  the  complaint ''  that  th9  rent  ?ras,  ai 
it  became  due,  duly  demanded."    Hilton,  J.,  (Mssenting, 

An  entry  by  the  landlord  upon  domised  premises,  and  excluding  the  tenant  there- 
from, is  an  eviction  of  the  tenant,  and  suspends  the  payment  of  any  rent  faUing 
due  thereafter,  until  he  is  restored  to  the  posseaiion. 

But  on  eviction  will  not  discharge  the  tenant  from  liability  for  rent  prenouidy  due. 

An  opera  house  was  rented  for  two  months,  the  rsnt  to  be  paid  weekly,  and  *'  oon* 
payment  of  rent  to  forfeit  lease."  The  house  was  to  be  accepted  in  the  conditioo 
in  which  it  was — the  owners,  however,  agreeing  to  use  all  diligence  in  finishiog 
it.  The  tenant  entered  into  occupation  of  the  premises,  using  them  for  opentio 
performances,  in  which  Grisi  and  Mario  were  the  prominent  attraotiooB.  The 
building  remaining  unflnished,  with  but  six  furnaces  put  up  out  of  the  Maeo 
contemplated ;  Mario  was  taken  with  a  cold  and  hoaraeness  which  prevented  t 
continuance  of  his  performances,  resulting  in  on  illness  from  which  he  did  not 
recover  for  several  weeks.  The  rent  being  unpaid  for  two  weeks,  on  the  last  day 
of  the  third  week  tlie  landlord  peaceably  excluded  the  tenant  from  the  prcmiMs. 
On  tlio  day  of  the  eviction  the  tenant  had  announced  tlio  first  repreaentatioD^uf 
the  opera  of  "  Semiramido  "  on  the  ensuing  week,  and  had  incurred  expense  in 
advertising,  printing,  ^.,  therefor.  In  an  an  action  on  the  lease,  brought  to  re* 
cover  for  the  three  weeks'  rent — //cW, 

I.  That,  upon  the  tonaiit  showing  a  breach  of  the  agreement  on  the  part  of  the 
landlord  to  use  all  diligouce  in  finishing  the  house,  he  was  entitled  to  counter* 
claim  his  damages  in  consequence. 

II.  That  the  dnma^^^s  chiimcd  to  have  resulted  from  the  loss  of  Mario's  services  b/ 
illness  arising  from  cold  and  hoarseness  produced  by  iho  unfinislied  condition  of  the 
house,  and  in  respect  to  which  the  gains  or  profits  must  of  necessity  bo  purelj 
speculative  and  conjectural,  were  too  remote  and  uncertain  to  form  the  subject  uf 
a  counter  claim,  and  could  not  therefore  be  allowed.    Bjlldy,  J.,  digaaUing, 

III.  Damages  recoverable  upon  a  breach  of  contract  are  only  such  as  can  be  asccr* 
tained  and  fi.xed  wiih  reasonable  certainty;  and  this  cannot  be  done  in  respect  to 
profits  anticipated  from  tlio  future  public  performances  of  a  vocalist 

W.  That  he  was  entitled  to  be  allowed,  in  abatement  of  the  rent,  the  damages  oc- 
casioned by  the  eviction — and  which,  in  this  case,  consisted  of  the  expenses  of 
advertisements,  printing,  Ac,  in  announcing  the  performances  of  the  week  fol- 
lowing the  eviction. 

Per  IIiLTOX,  J.,  (and  I.sgraham,  F.  J.)^In  an  action  for  rent,  against  a  tenant  oc- 
cupying demised  premises,  he  cannot  be  permitted  to  claim,  in  abatemeot  or  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  rent,  tliat  the  premises  were  unfit  for  habitation,  or  for  the 
purposes  intended  by  him  at  the  time  of  hiring. 
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Appeal  by  defendant  from  an  order  at  special  term  refusing 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  three  weeks'  rent  under  the 
following  agreement : 

Memorandum  of  an  agreement  between  the  New  York  Acad- 
emy of  Music  and  James  11.  Hackett,  for  a  lease  of  the  Academy 
for  a  period  of  two  months  finom  tbe  first  day  of  October,  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifcy-four. 

1.  The  lent  to  be  nine  thousand  five  hundred  dollars — five 
hundred  dollars  payable  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  S^tember,  and 
one  thousand  dollars  on  the  succeeding  Saturday  of  each  week 
until  the  whole  amount  is  paid. 

2.  Two  hundred  free  admissions^  with  a  seat  selected  and 
secured,  reserved  to  the  Aca<Jemy. 

3.  The  use  of  a  room  for  directors. 

4.  The  right  of  having  one  or  more  watchmen  or  firemen  in 
the  building  with  free  access  to  all  parts,  and  control  of  the  fire 
plugs,  cistern,  outlets,  hose  and  necessary  adjuncts ;  also  a  lodg- 
ing room. 

5.  Free  access  to  the  building  for  directors  or  executive  com- 
mittee. 

6.  Mr.  Hackett  not  to  let  or  underlet  any  portion  of  the  build- 
ing, except  saloons ;  and  not  to  assign  his  lease. 

7.  The  house  to  be  accepted  in  the  condition  in  which  it  is. 
The  directors,  however,  to  use  all  diligence  in  finishing,  and  to 
have  the  main  saloon  cleared  up  on  the  night  of  every  perform* 
ance* 

8.  Mr.  AUegri  to  have  use  and  control  of  the  painting  room 
and  carpenters'  shop  until  his  contract  is  finished  ;  other  parts  of 
the  building  to  be  in  the  control,  during  the  day,  of  the  neces- 
sary mechanics. 

0.  Tbe  building  to  be  used  for  operatic  performances,  oratorios, 
concerts  of  a  classic  character,  English  and  French  comedies  or 
vaudevilles,  ballets  and  balls  of  a  respectable  character. 

10.  Non-payment  of  rent  to  forfeit  lease. 
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11.  No  scenery  to  be  altered  or  repainted  except  by  or  under 
the  direction  of  Mr.  Allegri,  without  consent  of  the  ezecatiye 
committee. 

12.  The  Academy  reserves  the  right  of  increasing  the  free  id- 
mL^iona  to  three  hundred  on  payment,  by  a  deduction  from  the 
rent,  of  the  price  of  admission  to  the  lessee. 

13.  In  case  of  fire,  the  rent  to  cease  unless  forthwith  repaired. 
Dated  New  York,  27th  September,  1854. 

Wm.  H.  Paixe,  Sec'y. 

Jas.  n.  Hackett. 
C.  Bainbridge  SifirH. 

The  complaint  averred  that  the  rent  due  on  the  21st  and  28th 
of  October,  and  on  the  4th  of  November,  amounting  in  all  to 
$0,000,  was  unpaid,  "  though  payment  thereof,  as  it  became  due, 
was  duly  demanded  of  said  defendant'' 

The  answer  averred — I.  That  the  plaintifis  failed  to  use  due 
diligence  in  completing  the  building  according  to  their  contract^ 
in  consequence  of  which  M.  Mario,  one  of  the  defendant's  artists, 
was  made  sick  and  tlic  defendant  was  incapacitated  from  giving 
the  necessary  operatic  representations  to  his  damage  $3,000; 

II.  Tliat  on  the  4ih  of  November  he  was  evicted  by  the  plainti&; 

III.  That  in  consequence  of  such  eviction  he  was  prevented  from 
giving  operatic  representations,  t*)  his  damage;  IV.  That  the 
plaintifib  were  indebted  to  him  on  a  side  of  some  tickets,  and  also 
fur  some  scenery,  &c.,  which  they  had  unlawfully  converted  to  their 
own  use ;  and  the  answer  closed  with  this  averment :  V.  "  And 
tlie  defendant  denies  each  and  every  allegation  of  the  complaint 
wherein  and  whereby  he  is  charged  with  being  liable  for  any 
rent  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  of  any  sum  being  due  or  owing  from  him 
to  them,  and  demands  judgment  in  his  £eivor  against  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars." 

To  this  answer  a  reply  was  interposed,  denying  all  the  allegu* 
tions  therein  contained  except  that  in  respect  to  the  sale  of  the 
tickets,  on  account  of  which  the  plaintiffs  admitted  an  indebted- 
ness of  $26. 
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Upon  the  trial  before  Hon.  D.  P.  Ingraham  and  a  jury,  it 
appeared  that  on  the  4th  of  November,  185-i,  William  II.  Paine, 
the  secretary  of  the  plaintiffs,  called  at  the  Academy  of  Music  to 
collect  the  rent ;  that  he  remained  there  for  that  purpose  until  0 
o'clock  P.  M.,  at  which  time,  the  defendant  having  gone  awa}*, 
he  gave  one  James  F.  Tunison,  who  was  in  charge  of  the  Acad 
cmy  on  behalf  of  both  parties,  direction  to  close  the  building  and 
not  to  permit  any  person  to  enter  without  an  order  fjom  him  or 
the  president  of  the  plaintifib^  Mr.  Phalen.  This  was  done  by 
order  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  plaintiffs.  Mr.  Tunison 
closed  the  house  accordingly.  This  was  on  a  Saturday  night 
Mr.  Paine  at  the  same  time  prepared,  and  left  to  be  served  on 
the  defendant,  a  notice  in  these  words : 

James  H.  Hackett,  Esq., 

Dear  Sir : — You  are  hereby  notified  that  the  unexpired  term 

of  your  lease  of  the  N.  Y.  Academy  of  Music  building  is  forfeited 

by  the  non-payment  of  rent  due  this  day,  and  that  the  building 

is  closed. 

By  order  of  the  directors. 

Wm.  n.  Paine,  Sec'y. 

New  York,  Nov.  4th,  1854. 

It  farther  appeared  that  when  the  defendant  first  took  posses* 
sion  of  the  house,  but  three  furnaces  had  been  put  in  ;  that  on 
the  16th  of  October  there  were  but  six  in  the  house ;  that  both 
performers  and  audience  complained  bitterly  of  the  cold ;  that 
Grisi  and  Mario,  who  were  defendant's  principal  performers,  com- 
plained of  the  cold,  and  said  that  they  had  both  sung  at  St.  Pe- 
tersburgh,  but  never  had  experienced  such  cold  there.  It  was 
intended  to  have  put  fifteen  furnaces  in  all  into  the  house,  and 
the  testimony  showed  that  they  might  all  have  been  put  in  in 
two  days  if  a  sufficient  number  of  men  had  been  employed. 

The  defendant  then  offered  to  prove  that  on  the  evening  of  the 
16th  of  October,  1854,  Mario  was  well  when  he  commenced  his 
performance  at  the  Academy  of  Music,  and  during  his  perform- 
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ance  was  taken  with  a  cold  and  hoarseness  which  prevented  hu 
going  through  with  his  performance ;  that  such  cold  and  hoarse- 
ness arose  exclusively  irom  the  coldness  and  dampness  of  the 
house ;  and  that  such  coldness  and  dampness  resulted  from  the 
neglect  of  the  plaintif&  to  finish  the  building,  and  to  put  the  fur- 
naces in  order,  and  that  Mario's  illness  continued  for  about  four 
weeks,  during  which  time  the  defendant  was  entirely  deprived 
of  his  services  and  lost  great  gains  and  profits  thereby.  The 
plaintii&  objected  to  each  and  all  of  the  foregoing,  and  the  court 
excluded  any  testimony  upon  the  same,  to  which  the  defendant's 
counsel  excepted* 

The  defendant  then  offered  to  show  that  a  representation  was 
announced  for  Monday,  the  6th  of  November,  viz.,  '^Semiramide,'* 
on  the  Saturday  before  the  closing  of  the  Academy  against  Mr. 
Uackett  by  Mr.  Paine,  and  that  great  expense  had  been  incurred 
by  bills  and  advertisements. 

The  plaintiff'  counsel  objected  thereto,  the  court  excluded  the 
same,  and  the  defendant  duly  excepted. 

The  case  being  then  closed,  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  who 
rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  $1,634.13.  The  defend- 
ant then  moved  at  special  term  on  a  case  for  a  new  trial.  The 
motion  was  denied,  and  the  following  opinion  was  rendered: 

Ingraham,  First  Judge. — The  evidence  ofiered  by  the  defend- 
ant to  show  the  damages  he  has  sustained  by  the  closing  of  the 
Academy,  was  intended  to  prove  that  during  the  performance 
previous  thereto,  Mario,  one  of  the  performers,  was  taken  with  a 
cold  and  hoarseness,  which  prevented  him  from  performing,  which 
resulted  from  the  neglect  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  necessary 
provision  for  warming  the  building ;  that  his  sickness  continued 
for  four  weeks,  and  in  consequence  thereof  the  defendant  sustain- 
ed loss  of  gains  and  profits  he  expected. 

This  evidence  was  excluded  on  the  ground  of  its  uncertainty 
and  remoteness.  I  see  no  reason  to  change  the  opinion  express- 
ed at  the  trial.  The  damage  supposed  to  arise  from  such  a  case 
is  altogetlier  too  remote  and  uncertain^  both  as  to  the  cause,  the  na- 
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tare  and  the  consequences,  to  warrant  the  coHrt  in  admitting  it 
after  the  defendant  had  seen  fit  to  use  the  building  for  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  rented* 

When  a  building  is  unfit  for  the  use  contemplated,  if  the  ten- 
ant has  a  remedy  fiDr  such  unfitness  hq  must  seek  it  either  by 
charging  the  landlord  with  the  expense  of  remedying  the  defect', 
or  by  refusiog  to  use  the  premises,  and  thereby  exonerate  himself 
from  liability  under  the  contract  of  hiring.  But  a  tenant  has  no 
right  to  uae  demised  premises,  which  he  knows  to  be  unfit  for 
occupation,  in  such  a  way  as  to  cause  damage  and  loss,  and  then 
seek  to  recover  from  his  landlord  for  the  damages  so  occasioned 
by  hia  own  actSj  was  held  by  us  in  this  court  some  years  since 
in  Nickol  V.  Dtuenbury,  where  the  tenant,  knowing  that  the  roof 
of  a  house  he  had  hired  was  unfinished  and  permitted  the  rain  to 
come  through,  instead  of  repairing  the  roof,  placed  his  goods  in 
the  store,  which  were  there  damaged  by  the  rain.  The  court 
lield  the  tenant  could  not  recover  such  damage. 

The  rule  is  the  same  whether  the  damage  is  produced  by  water 
on  goods  or  by  exposure  to  cold,  cither  in  property  or  person. 
If  the  building  is  unfit  for  the  purpose  contemplated,  then  the 
tenant  should  not  use  it^  and  should  seek  redress  in  another  form. 

The  mere  notice  to  the  teciant  was  not  an  eviction,  and  the 
evidence  does  not  show  any  actual  eviction  prior  to  the  time  when 
by  the  contract  the  lease  was  to  terminate. 

The  matters  offered  by  the  defendant,  and  which  were  exclud- 
ed, relating  to  the  supposed  damages  sustained  by  him,  were  not, 
in  my  judgment^  admissible  for  that  purpose,  and  the  rulings  in 
regard  to  them  were  not  erroneous. 

Motion  for  new  trial  refused. 

From  ihe  order  entered  pursuant  to  this  opinion,  the  defendant 
appealed. 

C.  Bainbridge  Smithy  for  the  appellant. 

L  In  order  to  produce  an  eviction,  it  is  not  necessary  there 
should  be  an  actual  physical  expulsion.  PendUion  v.  Dyott,  8  Cow. 
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727 ;  Gilhoolerj  v.  Washington^  4  Comst.  217 ;  Luckey  v.  Frantxh»^ 
1  K  D.  Smith,  47 ;  Lawrence  v.  French^  25  WenA  448 ;  OgUvit  v. 
Hull,  5  Hill,  52 ;  Lloyd  v.  Tompkins,  1  T.  B.  671 ;  Bams  v.  Phdps, 
1  Stark.  94.  1.  An  eviction  consbts  in  taking  firooi  the  tenant 
the  whole  or  some  part  of  the  demised  premises.  Id.  So,  in 
Bums  V.  Phelps,  {supra),  where  the  landlord  gave  notice  to  an 
under  tenant  to  quit,  and  he  did  accordingly,  it  was  held  to  amount 
to  an  eviction.  So  in  Lloyd  v.  Tompkins,  {supra),  per  Ashubst: 
*'  But  here  the  act  itself  asserts  a  title ;  for  the  defendant  locked  the 
pew,  which  is  as  strong  an  assertion  of  right  as  can  well  be  imagined." 
2.  The  defendant  had  the  whole  of  the  4th  of  November,  that  ie, 
till  12  o'clock  midnight  of  that  day,  in  which  to  pay  the  rent  dua 
Giles  V.  Cornstock,  4  Comst.  270,  273 ;  Smith  v.  Shepard,  15  Pick. 
147 ;  Duppa  v.  Mayo,  1  Saund.  287.  3.  The  plainti£&  did  not 
make  any  formal  demand  of  the  precise  sum  due  for  rent^  before 
they  entered  the  premises  and  evicted  the  defendant  therefirom. 
Taylor's  Land,  and  Ten.,  §  297,  and  cases  cited ;  Jones  v.  Kip,  3 
Wend.  231.  4.  A  wrongful  eviction  of  the  tenant  by  the  land 
lord,  of  the  whole  or  part  of  the  demised  premises,  suspends  tho 
rent  Christopher  v.  Austin,  1  Keep.  216;  Oiles  v.  Chmstoek,  4 
Comst  275.  5.  The  facts  disclosed  in  the  case  at  bar  show  an 
ouster — an  actual  physical  expulsion  of  the  tenant  by  the  land- 
lord on  the  4th  of  November,  1854,  the  whole  of  which  day  the 
defendant  had  to  pay  the  rent 

U.  llie  defendant  was  unlawfully  evicted  from  the  demised 
premises  by  the  plaintiff,  and  he  should  be  allowed  such  dam- 
ages  as  he  sustained  by  reason  of  tho  plaintiffs'  unlawful  acts. 
1.  An  action  by  the  defendant  in  the  nature  of  the  former  action 
of  trespass  would  have  lain  against  the  plaintiffs.  Taylor's  Land, 
and  Ten.  (2d  ed.)  §  785 ;  Hilary  v.  Gay,  6  Car.  <k  P.  284,  (25  E. 
C.  L.  R  898.)  2.  Such  eviction  being  an  abuse  of  an  authority 
in  law,  makes  the  entry  a  trespass  ab  initio,  and  therefore,  if  a 
party  ousted  bring  trespass,  the  defendant  cannot  justify  the  ex- 
pulsion for  want  of  a  lawful  possession,  and  whether  the  entry 
was  forcible  or  not  is  a  question  for  the  jury.  Newton  v.  How- 
land,  1  Scott  N.  R  491 ;  1  M.  &  Gr.  644,  (89  E.  C.  L.  R  581); 
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Flaherty  v.  Andrews^  2  E.  D.  Smith,  529.  3.  The  defendant  offer- 
ed to  prove,  that  on  the  Saturday  (4th  November,  1854)  before 
the  closing  of  the  building  against  the  defendant,  a  representation 
of  the  opera  of  "  Semiramide  "  was  announced  for  the  Monday 
following,  and  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  such  expulsion  great 
expenses  had  been  incurred  by  him  for  the  bills  and  advertise- 
ments. The  counsel  for  the  plaintifl&  objecting  thereto,  the  court 
excluded  the  same,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  4.  It  must  bo 
assumed  that  such  proof  could  be  adduced,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant did  sustain  the  damages  attempted  to  be  proved,  a.  The 
premises  were  let  to  the  defendant  for  certain  specified  purposes, 
among  others  that  of  giving  operatic  entertainments,  in  which 
Mario  and  Grisi  appeared ;  and  that  business  was  being  carried 
on  when  he  was  unlawfully  evicted  by  plaintifEi.  h.  Advertising 
and  other  expenses  incidental  to  such  entertainments  had  been 
incurred  and  lost  by  reason  of  the  eviction.  Such  items  of  dam- 
ages would  be  admissible  in  an  action  of  trespass  brought  by  the 
defendant  against  the  plaintiffs ;  and  proper  by  way  of  recoup- 
ment, or  in  abatement  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim  in  an  action  arising 
either  from  the  breach  of  the  plaintiffs'  covenant,  or  their  acts 
which  occasioned  them.  The  Mayor  v.  Afubie,  3  Kern.  151, 158 ; 
Taylor's  Land,  and  Ten.  (2d  ed.)  §§  373-4,  785 ;  Driggs  v.  Dwiyht, 
17  Wend.  71 ;  Freeman  v.  Clute^  3  Barb.  S.  C.  R  424;  Lawrence 
V.  War  Jell,  6  Id.  423-6 ;  Masterton  v.  Mayor  of  Brooklyn,  7  Hill,  62 ;. 
Waters  v.  Towers,  20  Eng.  L  &  Eq.  R.  410.  5.  Such  damages  are: 
not  too  remote.    Id. 

III.  The  covenant  of  the  plaintiffs  is  to  use  all  diligence  iui 
finishing  the  house ;  and  this,  in  connection  with  tha  limitecL 
t<;rm  for  which  the  defendant  hired  it^  rendered  it  incumbent  o» 
the  plaintiffs  to  use  more  than  ordinary  exertions  to  fulfill  their 
covenant  Chitty  on  Contracts,  735,  736 ;  Orodcer  v.  Franklia 
11.  <k  F.  Manujg.  Cb.,  3  Sumn.  530 ;  Kerby  v.  Harrison,  2  Ohio 
(N.  S.)  398.  1.  The  defendant  offered  to  prove  that,  by  reason 
of  the  plaintiff  violating  their  covenant  to  finish  the  building, 
he  was  unable  to  proceed  with  the  business  for  which  the  build- 
ing was  cxpre^y  leased  to  him,  and  had  sustained  great  los"" 
Vol,  II  15 
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and  been  deprived  of  the  services  of  those  he  employed,  and  of 
great  gaias  and  profits.  Whiibeck  v.  Skinner,  7  Hill,  53.  2.  What 
such  losses  were,  or  how  and  in  what  manner  the  defendant  was 
damnified  and  deprived  of  making  great  gains  and  profits,  the 
court  refused  to  let  the  defendant  prove,  and  to  which  the  de- 
fendant excepted.  8.  The  plaintiffs  let  the  premises  in  question 
for  a  particular  purpose,  and  restricted  him  by  the  lease  to  soch 
^purpose ;  and  the  sole  question  is,  if  the  defendant  was  deprived 
of  the  use  of  the  premises  by  reason  of  the  non-fulfillment  of  the 
•contnict  on  the  part  of  the  plainti£^  and  sustained  damages 
thereby,  whether  he  is  remediless?  a.  Such  damages  might  be 
merely  the  value  of  the  premises,  irrespective  of  what  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  pay  for  them.  Driggs  v.  Dwighi,  17  Wend.  R. 
71;  TruU  v.  Granger,  4  Seld.  R.  115.  b.  They  might  consist  of 
the  services  of  those  persons  whom  the  defendant  was  under  con- 
tract to  pay,  and  of  whoso  services  he  was  deprived  by  the  acts 
of  tlie  plaintiff,  c.  They  might  consist  of  the  expenses  of  pre- 
paring the  opera  "  Semiramide."  d.  The  court  could  not  cor- 
rectly hold  that  the  testimony  was  inadmissible,  or  the  damages 
too  remote,  until  it  was  ascertained  what  they  consisted  o£  But 
at  all  events  the  defendant  was  entitled,  as  damages,  to  any  ex- 
pense he  had  actually  incurred  in  his  business,  as  a  consequence 
of  the  failure  of  the  plaintiffs  in  not  performing  their  covenant 
Driggs  v.  Dwight,  17  Wend.  71 ;  Wiilbeck  v.  Skinner,  7  Hill,  53 ; 
Freeman  v.  Clute,  3  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  424 ;  Lawrence  v.  Wardell, 
6  Id.  423-6 ;  Masterton  v.  The  Mayor,  Jkc,  7  Hill  R  62 :  Wakn 
V.  Towers,  20  Eng.  Law  &  E.  R.  410 ;  Fisher  v.  Barr^  4  Gush. 
381.  e.  Such  damages  may  be  set  up  in  abatement  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' claim.    Id. ;  The  Mayor,  Ac,  v.  Mabie^  3  Kern.  151. 

F.  A.  Lane,  for  the  respondents. 

I.  The  justice  who  tried  the  cause  did  right  in  excluding  any 
testimony  in  regard  to  the  illness  of  Mario,  a.  Every  set-off 
must  arise  upon  contract,  or  be  connected  with  the  subject  mat- 
ter of  the  transaction.  The  illness  of  Mario  was  neithw  of  these. 
Code,  §  150 ;  Cram  v.  Dresser,  2  Sand.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  120.    ft.  Such 


NEW  YOPwK— DECEMBEE,  1858,  227 


Acadenty  of  Music  v.  Hackett 


a  set<off  is  too  remote  and  contingent  c.  The  offer  of  defend- 
ant's counsel  to  show  that  Mario's  cold  and  hoarseness  arose  ex- 
clusively &om  the  coldness  and  dampness  of  the  house,  was  an 
offer  to  show  an  impossibility — for  what  physician  so  astute  as 
to  know  that  the  seeds  of  the  disease  were  not  about  him  before 
he  went  to  the  building. 

II.  llie  &ct  that  the  Academy  of  Music  was  too  cold  for 
o])eratic  performances,  or  even  was  entirely  unfitted  for  such 
performances,  would  in  itself  have  given  no  right  of  set-off  or 
recoupement  to  the  defendant,  a.  The  house  was  to  be  accepted 
in  the  condition  in  which  it  was.  b.  Even  where  a  building  is 
let  for  a  special  purpose,  and  its  use  or  occupation  for  any  other 
is  prohibited,  there  is  no  implied  contract  or  warranty  on  the 
part  of  the  landlord  that  the  building  shall  be,  or  continue,  fit 
for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  demised.  Howard  v.  DoolUtle^ 
3  Duer,  464^  and  cases  there  cited,  c.  Nor,  if  the  building  ceases 
to  be  habitable,  or  is  wholly  destroyed,  is  the  tenant  discharged 
from  the  payment  of  the  whole  or  any *part  of  the  rent  He  can 
only  be  so  by  express  agreement  Howard  v.  DooliUle^  cited 
above. 

in.  The  justice  did  right  in  refusing  to  charge  that  there  was 
an  eviction  on  the  4th  of  November,  1854.  a.  To  constitute  an 
eviction,  there  must  be  some  deliberate  interference  on  the  part 
of  the  landlord  with  the  possession,  depriving  the  tenant  of  the 
beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  demised  premises.  Words  or  direc- 
tions to  employees  amount  to  nothing.  The  act  must  be 
done.  Ogilvie  v.  HvU,  6  Hill,  62 ;  BenneU  v.  BiUk,  4  Bawle, 
343.  h.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  person  who  had  charge  of 
the  building  during  the  whole  time  defendant  occupied,  did  not 
close  the  building  until  after  the  defendant  had  left  the  building 
for  the  night  c  The  evidence  shows  no  interference  with  the 
defendant's  possession  until  Sunday  morning,  November  6th, 
1854,  and  nothing  then  amounting  to  an  eviction. 

IV.  The  rent,  for  which  action  is  brought,  had  accrued  j^re- 
mma  to  any  eviction,  and  therefore  such  eviction  (if  there  was 
any)  cannot  be  set  up  as  an  extinguishment    a.  The  landlord, 
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after  he  has  re-entered  for  a  forfeiture  of  the  lease,  may  recover 
the  rent  which  accrued  previous  to  such  forfeiture  in  an  action 
for  debt,  or  in  an  action  upon  the  covenants  in  the  lease.  Stuy- 
vesant  v.  Davis,  9  Paige,  427 ;  see,  also,  2  GreenleaFs  Cruise, 
103 ;  Giles  v.  Comsiock,  4  Com.  275 ;  JRemem  v.  Smith,  1  SmitVa 
Ct.  Appeals,  832.  b.  Non-payment  of  rent  forfeited  the  lease, 
and  the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  (if  they  chose)  to  prevent  the  de- 
fendant from  entering  on  Sunday  morning,  inasmuch  as  the 
lease  was  forfeited. 

V.  The  justice  did  right  in  excluding  all  testimony  in  refer- 
ence to  the  opera  "  Semiramide,"  and  all  matters  connected 
therewith,  and  also  all  testimony  as  to  damages  by  reason  of  the 
non-performance,  a.  Any  damages  which  might  have  arisen 
thereunder  are  too  remote  and  contingent  to  be  made  the  subject 
of  set-off.  Trull  v.  Granger,  4  Selden,  116.  ft.  The  measure  of 
damages  is  the  difference  between  the  rent  reserved  and  tlie 
value  of  tlie  premises  for  the  term,  and  this  measure  is  the  same 
whether  the  action  be  on  contract  or  in  tort.  Hull  v.  Granger, 
cited  above ;  Kelly  v.  The  Dutch  Church  of  Sclienectady,  2  Ilill, 
105 ;  Kinney  v.  WaUs,  14  Wend.  38 ;  Moat  v.  Johnson,  1  mil,  99. 

VI.  The  directors  used  aU  reasonable  diligence  in  finishiog, 
and  this  was  all  they  were  required  to  do. 

Brady,  J. — The  testimony  does  not  show  that  any  demand 
for  the  rent  was  made.  It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  tbc 
rent  which  accrued  on  the  21st  and  28th  days  of  October,  and 
the  4th  of  November,  1854,  as  it  became  due,  was  duly  de- 
manded, but  it  is  admitted  in  the  reply  that  $26  should  be  de- 
ducted from  the  rent  claimed  in  the  complaint.  It  does  not 
appear  at  what  time  of  the  days,  on  which  the  rent  fell  due,  it 
was  demanded ;  but  it  appears  that  on  the  4th  of  November, 
1854,  and  at  about  6  P.  M.  of  that  day,  Mr.  Paine,  who  was  act- 
ing on  behalf  of  the  directors  of  the  Academy  of  Music,  directed 
Mr.  Tunison  to  close  the  building,  and  not  to  permit  any  person 
to  enter  it  without  an  order  from  Mr.  Phalen,  the  president  of 
the  Academy,  or  himself.     And  it  further  appears  that  Mr.  Tuni- 
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son  ucted  according  to  orders — locked  the  doors,  and  did  not 
allow  any  person  to  enter.  From  this  statement  of  the  evideuce 
it  is  apparent  that  on  the  4th  of  November,  1854,  and  at  about 
6  P.  M.,  the  plaintiffs  took  possession  of  the  building  with  the 
iiitcDtion  of  excluding  the  defendant  therefrom,  and  that  their 
orders  to  that  effect  and  purpose  were  carried  out*  The  agree- 
ment contained  a  provision,  as  follows:  ''Non-payment  of  rent 
to  forfeit  lease ;"  but  it  is  well  settled  that,  on  leases  containing 
a  similar  covenant,  agreement,  or  condition,  the  landlord's  right 
to  re  enter  is  not  perfected  until  he  makes  a  demand  of  the  pre- 
cise sum  due  for  rent  at  the  time  and  place  required  by  law. 
The  demand  must  be  made  on  the  premises  on  the  day  it  falls 
due,  at  a  convenient  time  before  sundown.  Jackson  v.  Ilarriaon^ 
17  John.  70 ;  Fabian  and  Windsor^s  case,  1  Leon.  306 ;  S.  C,  Cro. 
Eliz.  209 ;  Kidwelly  v.  Brand,  Cro.  Eliz.  48 ;  Orop  v.  Hamhhdon, 
4  Leon.  180 ;  Jackson  v.  Kipp,  8  Wend.  239 ;  Van  Rensselaer  v. 
Jewetij  5  Denio,  121 ;  Jones  v.  Beed,  15  N.  H.  68. 

The  allegation  in  the  complaint  of  the  demand  does  not  show 
a  compliance  with  the  law,  because  it  appears  that  the  precise 
sum  due  was  not  demanded.  The  defendant,  under  the  agree- 
ment, was  entitled  to  a  credit  of  $26,  as  admitted  by  the  reply. 
But,  even  if  the  demand  was  in  all  respccis  complete,  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  right  to  possession  until  midnight  of  the  4th  of  No- 
vember. The  defendant  had  the  whole  day  in  which  to  pay  the 
rent,  and,  until  the  day  expired,  could  not  be  disturbed.  Duj^jju 
V.  Ifayo^  1  Saunders,  287;  Kidwelly  v.  Brand,  Cro.  Eliz.  73; 
Co.  Lit.  201,  b.,  202,  a. ;  Wood  and  Chevers'  case,  7  Term  Eep. 
117 ;  Sivetl  v.  Harding,  4  Washt  (19  Vert)  587. 

leaking  possession  of  the  premises  was  a  deliberate  interference 
with  the  defendant's  possession,  by  which  he  was  deprived  of 
the  premises.  The  eviction  was  complete,  {Burns  v.  Phelps, 
1  Starkie,  94;  Luckey  v.  Franizkee,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  47 ;  Ogilvie  v. 
IIvll,  5  Hill  R  52;  Pendleton  v.  Dyoit,  8  Cow.  727;  Lloyd  v. 
Tompkins,  1  T.  R  671 ;  Cohm  v.  Dupont,  1  Sand.  S.  C.  R  260; 
Ja/ckson  v.  Eddy,  2  Miss.  209 ;  Peck  v.  //ifer,  14  Iloward's  Pr.  R 
155),  athough  such  eviction  did  not  discharge  the  rent  which 
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had  already  accrued.     JfcKeon  v.  Whitney^  8  Dcnio,  452.    The 
defendant^  however,  was  CDtitled  to  llie  damages  occasioned  by 
such  eviction,  as  a  violation  of  the  agreement  of  hiring,  and  in 
abatement  of  the  rent ;  {The  Mayor ^  <tc.,  v.  Jfabie,  8  Keman,  151); 
and  his  offer  to  show  that  a  representation  was  announced  for 
Monday  the  6th  of  November,  and  that  he  incurred  great  ex- 
pense by  bills  and  advertisements  therefor,  was  improperly  re- 
jected.    For  these  reasons,  without  reference  to  the  other  ques- 
tions in  the  cause,  a  new  trial  must  be  ordered.     It  mav  be 
necessary,  however,  to  consider  the  admissibility  of  evidence  to 
show  that  Mario  was  taken  sick  in  consequence  of  the  plaintiffs' 
delay  in  finishing  the  building  after  the  defendant  took  posses- 
sion.    The  defendant  hired  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  giv- 
ing operatic  entertainments,  in  which  Mario  and  Grisi  appeared. 
They  had  never  sung  in  this  country  except  under  the  manage- 
ment of  the  defendant,  who  brought  them  here.  In  the  language 
of  Mr.  Paine,  the  plaintifife'  witness,  and  the  plaintiffs'  secretary, 
the  great  attraction  was  Mario  and  Grisi.     The  hiring  was  upon 
the  27th  of  September,  1854,  and  the  occupancy  was  to  com- 
mence on  the  1st  of  October  following.    The  plaintiffs  were  to 
use  all  diligence  in  finishing  the  building,  which  the  defendant 
agreed  to  accept  in  its  unfinished  state,  and  this  finishing  seems 
to  have  contemplated  the  erection  of  fifteen  furnaces  for  the  pur- 
pose of  heating  the  house.     On  the  16th  of  October  the  weather 
was  cold,  and  but  six  furnaces  were  in  order.     Mario  and  Grisi, 
and  the  audience  complained  of  the  coldness  of  the  house.    Mr. 
Paine  was  spoken  to  about  it,  and  went  to  the  room  of  Mario 
and  Grisi.     They  complained  that  it  was  bitterly  cold ;  said  they 
had  sung  in  St.  Petersburgh,  and  had  never  experienced  such 
cold  there.     It  was  also  proved  that  a  suflScient  number  of  men 
could  have  put  in  the  whole  fifteen  furnaces  in  two  days;  and 
further,  that  the  furnaces  were  not  completed  until  the  16th  of 
November.     There  is  no  conflicting  testimony  on  this  subject, 
and  the  conclusion  is  inevitable,  on  the  evidence,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs did  not  use  all  diligence  to  finish  the  building.     The  defend- 
ant offered,  in  connection  with  these  facts,  to  show  that,  on  the 
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evening  of  the  16tli  of  October,  Mario  was  well  when  he  com- 
menced his  peiformance,  and  that  during  his  performanoe  he 
was  taken  with  a  cold  and  hoarseness,  which  prevented  his  going 
through  with  his  performance ;  that  such  cold  and  hoarseness 
arose  exclusively  from  the  coldness  and  dampness  of  the  house, 
and  that  such  coldness  and  dampness  resulted  from  the  neglect  of 
the  plaintifib  to  finish  the  building  and  to  put  the  furnaces  in 
order ;  and  that  Mario's  illness  continued  for  about  four  weeks, 
during  which  time  the  defendant  was  entirely  deprived  of  his 
services,  and  lost  great  gains  and  profits  thereby.  I  think  the 
evidence  should  have  been  received.  The  sickness  of  Mario 
was  the  direct  consequence  of  the  neglect  of  the  plaintiff  to  finish 
the  building  or  to  erect  the  furnaces.  Such  was  the  offer,  and, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal,  its  truth  must  bo  assumed.  In 
Ford  V.  Munroe^  (20  Wend.  210),  the  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  servant  in 
driving  a  gig  over  the  plaintitiTs  son,  by  which  he  was  killed, 
and,  in  addition  to  loss  of  service,  the  plain tift'  was  permitted  to 
recover  the  damages  occasioned  by  his  wife's  sickness  consequent 
upon  the  accident.  Justice  Nelson  said,  in  that  case,  tbat  the 
damages  were  clearly  proved  to  have  been  the  direct  conse- 
quence of  the  principal  act  complained  of,  and  came  within  the 
well  settled  rule  respecting  special  damage.  Damages  actually 
sustained,  but  which  do  not  necessarily  arise  from  the  act  com- 
plained of,  and  consequently  are  not  implied  by  the  law,  may 
nevertheless  be  recovered  if  properly  alleged.  Squier  v.  Oould, 
14  Wend.  159;  Armstrong  v.  Percy,  6  Wend.  538.  The  bene- 
ficial enjoyment  of  the  plaintifis'  premises,  by  the  defendant, 
depended  upon  the  ability  of  the  artists  employed  by  him  to 
perform  the  different  parts  assigned  them,  and  if  that  ability  was 
destroyed  by  the  omission  of  the  plaintiffs  to  keep  their  engage- 
ment, the  loss  should  be  borne  by  them.  It  seems  that  the  sick- 
ness of  Mario  resulted  directly  and  immediately  from  the  negli- 
gence, or  want  of  diligence,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and  is 
less  remote  than  the  sickness  of  the  plaintifi^'s  wife  in  Ford  v. 
Mtmroe^  supra. 
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I  think  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — The  averment  in  the  complaint,  that  the 
rent  falling  due  on  the  21st  and  28th  of  Oct.  and  4th  of  Novem- 
ber was,  as  it  became  due,  duly  demanded,  was  put  in  issue  bj 
the  general  traverse  at  the  close  of  the  answer.  If  the  plain- 
tiff, therefore,  meant  to  justify  their  taking  possession  of  the 
opera  house  on  the  4th  of  November  upon  the  ground  that  thej 
had  the  right  to  re-enter  for  condition  broken,  it  was  necessary 
for  them  to  show  that  they  had  made  a  demand  of  the  rent  in 
the  manner  required  by  law,  to  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  the 
lease,  and  give  the  right  to  re  enter. 

Forfeitures  of  this  description  are  not  favored,  and  to  work  a 
fortciture  for  the  non-payment  of  rent,  the  common  law  requires 
a  previous  demand  of  the  rent  due,  with  circumstances  of  great 
particularity.  The  demand  must  be  made  upon  the  demised 
premises  upon  the  very  day  when  the  rent  becomes  due,  before 
sunset,  and  the  exact  sum  must  be  demanded,  not  a  penny  more 
or  less; — (cases  collected  in  Archbold's Landlord  and  Tenant,  p. 
161,  and  in  Comyn  on  Landlord  and  Tenant,  327); — and  even 
where  demand  is  made,  the  tenant  has  until  midnight  to  pay  it. 
**  The  rent  is  not  due,"  says  Chief  Justice  Hale,  {Dupjm  v.  Ji/ayo, 
1  Saund.  R.  287,)  "  until  the  last  minute  of  the  natural  day ;" 
and  the  lessor  cannot  put  his  right  to  re-ent?r  in  force  until  the 
day  has  expired,  ifaundes^  case,  7  Coke,  28  b. ;  Burrough  v. 
Taylor,  Cro.  Eliz.  462 ;  1  Wms.  Saund.  287  b. 

The  only  evidence,  in  this  case,  of  a  demand  was  a  notice 
from  the  secretary  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant,  bearing  date 
the  4th  of  November,  1854,  announcing  that  **  the  unexpired  term 
of  your  lease  of  the  New  York  Academy  of  Music  building  is 
forfeited  by  the  non-payment  of  rent  due  this  day,  and  that  the 
building  is  closed,"  which  was  written  by  the  secretary  to  be 
served  on  the  defendant  on  the  4th  of  November.  There  waa 
nothing  to  show  that  a  demand  of  rent  was  ever  made  before  the 
4th  of  November.     If  made  on  that  day  for  the  exact  amount 
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then  due  for  the  tbree  weeks,  the  plaintiffs  would  have  had  a 
lawful  right  to  enter  peaceably  and  take  possession  on  the  5th, 
if  the  defendant  had  not,  before  the  commencement  of  the  oth, 
paid  up  the  whole  amount  then  due ;  but  they  had  no  right  to 
enter  on  the  4th.  The  secretary,  Mr.  Paine,  testified  that  he 
was  on  the  premises  on  the  4th  of  November  to  demand  rent ; 
that  he  was  there  until  6  o'clock  P.  M. ;  that  he  directed  Mr. 
Tunison  to  close  the  building,  and  not  to  permit  any  person  to 
enter  it  without  an  order  from  him  or  from  the  president  of  the 
Academy,  and  that  he  acted  by  orders  of  the  directors  of  the 
Academy.  Tunison  accordingly  locked  up  the  building,  and 
would  not  allow  Mr.  Hacket,  or  any  of  his  company,  to  enter 
that  evening.  This  was  very  clearly  an  eviction — a  putting  out 
of  the  tenant — and  an  entry  and  resumption  of  the  possession  on 
the  part  of  the  landlord,  before  he  was  entitled  to  enter,  which 
operated  to  suspend  the  payment  of  the  $1,000  weekly  rent,  fall- 
ing due  on  the  4th  of  November  at  midnight,  or  any  rent  there- 
after, until  the  defendant  was  restored  to  the  possession.  But, 
though  this  wrongful  entry  and  eviction  susj>ended  the  rent 
thereafter  to  grow  due,  it  did  not  effect,  suspend,  or  release  the 
defendant  from  the  payment  of  the  rent  that  had  already  accrued, 
and  was  payable  on  the  21st  and  28th  of  October,  in  respect  to 
which  there  had  been  a  full,  complete,  and  undisturbed  enjoy- 
ment; the  rule  being  well  settled  that  an  eviction  will  not  dis- 
charge the  liability  for  rent  previously  due.  Boynton  v.  Boliber^ 
2  Ventr.  67 ;  American  cases  collected  in  1  Hilliard's  Abridg., 
chap,  xvii,  §  1;  Comyn  on  Landlord  and  Tenant,  521.  For 
these  two  weeks'  rent,  due  before  the  eviction  took  place,  amount- 
ing to  the  sum  of  $2000,  the  defendant  was  liable. 

It  was  a  part  of  the  written  agreement,  or  lease,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  to  use  all  diligence  in  finishing  the  house.  Tijis  was 
an  express  agreement  on  their  part,  and  if  there  was  a  breach  of 
ity  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  recoup  or  countc^r  claim  his  dam- 
ages arising  from  the  breach,  against  the  plaintiffs'  claim  for  the 
two  weeks'  rent.  His  offer,  however,  to  show  that  Mario  took  cold 
from  the  coldness  and  dampness  of  tlic  house  while  he  was  en- 
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gaged  in  a  performance,  in  consequence  of  which  the  defendant 
was  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  Mario's  services  for  four  weeks, 
by  which  he  lost  great  gains  and  profits,  was,  I  think,  properly 
rejected.  It  opened  a  field  of  inquiry  in  respect  to  actual  loss, 
or  the  amount  or  extent  of  it,  purely  speculative  and  conjectural, 
which  depended  upon  contingencies  that  might  or  might  not 
happen.  If  the  defendant  had  had  the  use  of  the  opera  house 
during  these  four  weeks,  and  the  benefit  of  Mario's  services,  in- 
numerable causes  might  have  occurred  to  interfere  with  or  pre- 
vent the  realization  of  profits.  The  offer  in  this  case  was  no 
more  than  that  claimed  in  Blanchanl  v.  J5/y,  (21  Wend.  342), 
that  the  jury  might  take  into  consideration  the  loss  of  profits 
arising  from  the  delay  of  a  steamboat,  and  her  loss  of  trips  in 
consequence  of  the  defective  nature  of  her  machinery,  which  the 
court  held  could  not  be  gone  into  as  an  item  of  damage,  being 
too  uncertain.  Damages,  recoverable  upon  a  breach  of  contract, 
are  such  as  can  be  ascertained  and  fixed  with  reasonable  certaintv: 
{GriJJin  v.  Colver,  16  New  York  R.  489;  Freeman  v.  Clute,  3  Barb. 
S.  C.  K.  424) ;  and  that  cannot  be  done  in  respect  to  profits  an- 
ticipated from  the  future  public  performances  of  a  vocalist,  any 
more  than  it  could  be  done  in  respect  to  profits  anticipated  irom 
the  running  of  a  steamboat  if  she  had  been  in  a  condition  to 
j^rosccutc  her  regular  trips. 

I  think  otherwise,  however,  in  respect  to  the  offer  to  show, 
that  when  the  plaiutifis  took  possession  of  the  opera  house  on 
Saturday  the  4lh  of  November,  that  the  defendant  had  announced 
a  representation  of  the  opera  of  "  Semiramide  "  for  the  Monday 
evening  following,  and  had  incurred  great  expense  in  bills  and 
advertisements  when  he  was  deprived  of  the  house  by  the  act 
of  the  plaintifls.  This  was  an  item  of  damage  that  could  be 
easily  ascertained;  and  I  do  not  see  upon  what  principle  this 
evidence  could  be  excluded.  There  was  sufficient  evidence  in 
the  case  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  that  there  was  a  breach 
of  the  agreement  to  use  all  diligence  in  finishing  the  house,  and 
the  expense  and  loss  the  defendant  had  been  put  to,  by  bills  and 
advertisements,  he  was  entitled  to  prove,  and  have  deducted 
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from  the  plaintiflFs'  claim  fi^r  rent.  Unless  this  expense  should 
exceed  the  sum  of  oi  e  thousand  dollars,  tlic  defendant  will  not 
be  greatly  benefitted  by  a  new  trial.  But  that  is  a  matter  for  his 
consideration.  He  asks  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  that 
this  evidence  was  excluded,  and.  in  my  opinion,  he  is  entitled  to 
it ;  and  I  therefore  agree  with  Judge  Brady,  that  a  new  trial 
should  be  ordered. 

Hilton,  J. — The  damages  claimed  as  arising  from  the  illness 
and  inability  of  Mario  to  perform  were,  I  think,  too  remote,  and 
evidence  in  respect  to  them  was  properly  excluded.  OHffin  v. 
Oolverj  16  N.  Y.  B.  489.  Besides,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  a  ten- 
ant occupying  premises  cannot,  in  an  action  for  rent,  be  permitted 
to  claim  that  they  were  unfit  for  habitation,  or  for  the  purposes 
intended  by  him  at  the  time  of  hiring,  in  abatement  or  extinguish- 
ment of  the  demand  for  rent.  EJ/^erion  v.  Page^  1  Hilton  R.  320 ; 
Moffat  V.  Smith,  4  Com.  126 ;  Cleves  v.  Willoughhy,  7  Hill,  90 ; 
Westlake  v.  Degraw^  25  Wend.  669 ;  Mumford  v.  Brown,  6  Cow. 
475. 

It  is  admitted  by  the  pleadings  that  the  rent,  as  it  became  due, 
was  duly  demanded.  The  action  is  brought  and  the  recovery 
is  had  for  rent  due,  and  duly  demanded  and  unpaid.  Conceding, 
then,  that  the  rent  due  November  4tli  was  not  actually  due  on  tlio 
afternoon  on  that  day  when  the  defendant  was  deprived  of  the 
possession  by  the  plainti£^  there  still  remains  the  forfeiture  aris- 
ing from  the  non-payment,  and  due  demand  of  the  rent  falling 
due  October  21  and  28,  as  admitted  by  the  pleadings,  which  no 
subsequent  acts  of  the  plaintiffs  waived ;  and  as  the  peaceable 
eviction  of  the  defendant  subsequent  to  this  forfeiture  was  not 
wrongful,  his  claim  for  damages  arising  out  of  what  took  place  on 
November  4th  was  therefore  properly  excluded. 

Indeed,  it  would  seem  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  based 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  lease  had  terminated  and  become 
forfeited  by  non-payment  of  rent  on  October  21st,  as  their  verdict 
is  only  for  the  amount  owing  for  the  two  weeks'  rent,  after  de- 
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ducting  the  sum  claimed  on  account  of  new  sceneiji  and  what 
was  admitted  to  be  owing  for  amphitheatre  tickets. 
I  think  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

Order  appealed  from  reversed,  and  new  trial  granted. 


James  Bogardus  v.  John  B.  Livingston. 

Where  an  attorney  has  appeared  for  a  defendant  without  aathoritj,  the  conn  will 
not  set  aside  the  jadgment,  hut  will  leave  the  defendant  to  his  action  against  the 
attorney. 

If  the  defendant,  however,  swears  to  the  merits,  the  court  will  allow  him  to  come 
in  and  defend,  suffering  the  judgment  to  stand,  that  the  plain tilTs  lien,  acquired 
hj  the  judgment,  may  be  preserved. 

But  the  defendant  must  apply  for  relief,  in  sach  a  case,  with  due  diligence^  and,  if 
there  is  delay,  must  furnish  satisfactory  excuse  therefor. 

The  authority  of  an  attorney  to  appear  may  be  inferred  from  circumstances— sncb, 
for  example,  as  that  he  was  the  attorney  of  the  dufcndaot  in  other  matters,  and 
that,  at  the  time  of  serving  the  notice  of  appearance,  he  informed  the  defendant 
that  he  had  done  so,  and  the  defendant  expressed  no  objection. 

Appeal  from  an  order  at  special  term  denying  a  motion  to 
vacate  a  judgment  entered  by  default,  and  for  leave  to  answer. 
The  affidavit  of  the  defendant  showed  that  no  summons  was  ever 
served  upon  him  in  the  action.  The  judgment  was  entered  upon 
an  appearance  by  K.  E.  Mount,  jr.,  as  his  attorney.  The  facta 
in  relation  to  the  authority  of  Mount  to  act  as  the  defendant's 
attorney,  as  they  appeared  in  the  affidavits,  are  fully  stated  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court. 

0.  S.  A.  Peck,  for  the  appellant. 
Martin  J:  Smiths,  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — Where  an  attorney  has 
appeared  for  a  defendant  without  authority,  the  court  will  not, 
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unless  the  attorney  is  responsible,  set  aside  the  judgment,  but 
will  leave  the  defendant  to  his  action  against  the  attorney.  If 
the  defendant,  however,  swears  to  merits,  the  court  will  allow 
him  to  come  in  and  defend,  suffering  the  judgment  to  stand, 
that  the  plaintiff's  lien,  acquired  by  tlie  judgment,  may  be  pre- 
served. Denton  v.  Noyes^  6  John.  296.  But  this  is  not  a  case 
of  an  appearance  by  an  attorney  without  authority. 

Mount,  the  attorney,  swears  to  a  state  of  facts  from  which  he 
might  well  assume  that  he  had  authority  to  appear  for  the  de- 
fendant When  he  served  the  notice  of  retainer  in  this  suit,  he 
was,  and  had  been  for  a  long  time  prior,  acting  as  the  attorney 
and  counsel  of  the  defendant  in  the  prosecution  and  defence  of 
suits,  one  of  which,  growing  out  of  the  transaction  which  led  to 
the  giving  of  the  note  in  this  suit,  was  then  pending.  He  swears, 
to  the  best  of  his  belief,  that,  at  about  the  time  he  served  the 
notice  of  retainer,  he  informed  the  defendant  that  he  had  ap- 
peared for  him,  and  the  defendant  docs  not  in  his  affidavit  deny 
that  he  had  been  so  informed.  Assuming  it,  then,  to  be  the 
fact  that  he  was  so  informed,  his  expressing  no  dissent  was  a 
recognition  of  the  proiDriety  of  the  attorney's  act,  and  of  his  au- 
thority to  appear  for  him.  This  took  place  in  the  year  1852, 
f  ive  years  after,  the  plaintifib  served  their  complaint,  and  Mount, 
considering  that  his  authority  had,  as  he  expresses  it,  ''  ceased 
by  non-user,  or  become  extinct  by  age,"  sent  the  complaint  to 
the  defendant  at  or  about  the  day  when  he  received  it,  the  re- 
ceipt of  which  is  not  denied  by  the  defendant.  This  was  on  the 
24th  of  September,  1857,  The  defendant  took  no  steps  to  de- 
fend, but  suffered  the  plaintiff  to  go  on  and  enter  up  judgment, 
which  he  did  on  the  2Sth  of  October  following ;  and  it  was  not 
until  aAer  April,  1858,  when  an  order  was  made  for  his  exami- 
nation supplementary  to  execution,  that  the  defendant  took  any 
notice  of  the  plaintiff's  proceeding,  when  he  made  the  present  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  summons  and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  set- 
ting forth  in  his  affidavit  that  the  summons  has  not  been  served 
upon  him ;  that  he  has  not  authorized  any  attorney  of  this  court 
to  appear  for  him,  and  that  he  has  a  good  defence  to  the  action. 
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Under  the  Code,  a  voluntary  appearance  bj  a  defendant  is 
equivalent  to  the  personal  service  of  a  summons,  which  was  the 
case  here,  the  defendant  having  appeared  through  his  attorney, 
Mount,  who,  as  before  suggested,  apprised  him  that  he  had  ap- 
peared for  him,  and  whose  authority  to  appear  was  recognized 
by  the  defendant's  expressing  no  dissent  The  judgment,  there- 
fore, and  all  proceedings  founded  upon  it,  was  regular,  and  there 
was  no  ground  for  setting  it  aside.  The  only  remaining  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  come  in  and  defend 
upon  the  merits.  I  think  that,  in  a  case  like  this,  where  the 
defendant  suffered  six  months  to  elapse  after  he  was  apprised, 
by  the  service  of  the  complaint,  that  the  plaintiff  was  proceeding 
tc  judgment,  without  taking  any  steps  to  defend,  but  knowingly 
suffered  the  plaintiff  to  go  on  to  judgment,  to  issue  execution, 
and  institute  proceedings  supplementary  to  executioni  is  one 
that  docs  not  commend  itself  to  the  fiivor  of  the  court  The 
defendant  has  given  no  satisfactory  excuse  for  the  delay,  and  the 
rule  is  well  settled  that  a  defendant  who  asks  for  such  relief  must 
apply  with  due  diligence,  Payne  v.  The  People^  6  Johns.  180; 
Beekman  v.  Franker^  "3  Car.  95 ;  Johnson  v.  Clark^  6  Wend.  517; 
Graham's  Practice  (2d  ed.)  788. 

We  should  at  least  be  satisfied  that  we  will  do  injustice  if  the 
relief  is  not  granted,  and  something  more  is  necessary  to  satisfy 
ous  of  that,  than  putting  in  a  fornml  affidavit  of  merits.  0^ 
der  appealed  from  affirmed. 


John  Haulenbkck  v.  Wright  Gillies  and  Jas.  W.  Gillies. 

Under  the  law,  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  act  of  April,  1857,  relatiTe  to  the  district 
courts  in  the  city  of  New  York,  a  non-resident  plaintiff  might,  at  his  optioo,  ne 
either  by  long  or  by  short  summons ;  the  only  difference  being  tbat^  in  the  latter 
case,  he  was  required  to  ftimish  proof  of  his  non-residenoo  and  give  secority. 

But  by  that  act  the  practice  was  changed.    So  that  now  a  non^reeident  phiatiff 
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nrast  in  all  cases  sue  by  short  summons,  and  must  first  fbrnish  proof  of  his  non- 
residence,  and  give  security  for  costs.    Bradt,  J.,  diswrUing. 

In  an  action  brought  in  a  district  court  when  it  appears  by  the  evidence,  and  the 
objection  is  taken  ai  the  irialj  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident  of  the  oounty, 
and  has  not  given  security  for  the  defendant's  costs,  it  is  tlie  duty  of  the  justice 
to  dismiss  the  action  without  costs,  and  without  prejudice  to  a  new  suit 
Bradt,  J.,  dissenUng, 

But  if  the  objection  is  not  thus  taken,  it  is  considered  as  waived ;  and  the  justice 
will  be  deemed  to  have  jurisdiction  of  the  action,  altliough  it  may  have  been 
brought  by  a  non-resident  plaintiff  by  short  summons,  and  without  giving  se- 
curity. 

Where  the  judgment  of  a  justice  is  incomplete — e.  g.^  where  the  return  shows  that 
the  complaint  was  dismissed,  but  does  not  show  that  costs  were  awarded  against 
the  plaiutifll  it  can  neither  be  reversed  nor  affirmed,  but  the  appeal  therefrom 
will  be  dismissed. 

ArPKAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the  Sixth  District 
Coort  This  action  was  commenced  by  a  long  summons,  and 
no  security  was  given  for  costs.  On  the  return  of  the  summons 
the  defendant  moved  for  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  on  this 
ground.  The  motion  was  granted,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 
The  return  did  not  show  that  any  judgment  was  perfected  for 
costs  or  otherwise  against  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  move 
on  that  ground  to  dismiss  the  appeal. 

WilUam  McKeag^  for  the  appellant. 

Luiher  It.  Marsh,  for  the  respondents. 

I.  The  appeal  should  be  dismissed.  A  judgment  of  non-suit, 
where  no  costs  are  given  against  the  plaintiff,  is  not  appealable. 
2  Johns.  R.  8 ;  2  Cow.  Tr.  1031. 

II.  Whenever  a  suit  is  commenced  in  any  court  in  this  state 
by  a  plaintiff  not  residing  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
security  for  costs  must  be  given.  2  R.  S.  (4th  ed.)  821 ;  Ab- 
bott's Forms  of  Pleadings,  204,  note  c.  The  evident  intent  of 
the  legislature,  in  requiring  non-residents  to  file  security  for 
costs,  is  to  protect  citizens  of  this  state  from  vexatious  litigation 
by  persons  not  residing  witliin  the  jurisdiction  of  our  courts,  and 
to  require  from  the  plaintiffs,  in  such  cases,  what  answers  to  the 
ancient  pledges  of  prosecution.    8  Blackstonc's  Com.  400. 
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By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — The  plaintiff,  a  resident  of  New 

Jersey,  sued  the  defendants  in  the  Sixth  District  Court  by  long 

summons,  and  without  giving  security.  The  defendants  ap- 
peared and,  these  facts  being  admitted,  instead  of  answering, 

"moved  to  dismiss  the  case"  because  no  security  had  been 
filed.  The  justice,  in  his  return,  states  that  he  granted  the  mo- 
tion,  and  from  his  ruling  the  plaintiff  appealed.  Upon  the  argu- 
ment, we  are  asked  to  dismiss  this  appeal  upon  the  ground 
that  such  a  determination,  by  which  fio  costs  are  awarded,  is 
not  appealable. 

Under  the  law,  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  act  relative  to  the 
district  courts  in  this  city,  passed  April  13,  1857,  (see  Iolws 
1857,  Vol.  1,  p.  707),  a  non-resident  plaintiff  might,  at  his  option, 
sue  either  by  long  or  short  summons ;  the  only  difference  being 
that,  in  the  latter  case,  he  was  required  to  furnish  proof  of  his 
non-residence,  and  give  security.  Nicholls  v.  Tracy^  1  Sand.  S. 
C.  278 ;  King  v.  Dowdcll,  2  Id.  131 ;  Allen  v.  SUme,  9  Barb,  a 
C.  61 ;  Kelly  v.  Kelly,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  250.  But  by  the  act  of 
1857,  tlie  practice  in  this  respect  was  changed,  as  will  be  seen  by 
an  examination  of  it^  provisions.  By  §  18,  where  the  plaintiff 
is  not  a  resident  of  the  county,  and  gives  the  security  for  costs 
required  by  §  23,  the  summons  must  be  returnable  in  not  less 
than  two  nor  more  than  four  days  from  its  date.  In  other  words, 
it  must  be  a  short  summons.  §  23  requires  the  security,  in 
such  cases,  to  be  given  before  the  summons  is  issued,  and  §  45 
specifies  the  cases  where  the  justice  must  render  judgment  dis- 
missing the  action  with  costs,  and  without  prejudice  to  a  new 
action.  Among  the  cases  there  enumerated  are  those  where  it 
is  objected  at  the  trial,  and  appears  by  the  evidence,  that  the  ac- 
tion is  brought  by  a  plaintiff  not  a  resident  in  the  county,  with* 
out  giving  the  security  required  by  §  23  of  the  act  If,  how- 
ever, the  objection  is  not  taken  at  the  trial,  it  is  waived,  and  the 
court  will  be  deemed  to  have  jurisdiction. 

In  this  case  the  return  shows  that  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff's 
non-residence  duly  appeared,  and,  the  objection  having  been 
taken  by  the  defendants  that  the  action  was  brought  without 
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giving  the  security  required  by  the  act,  the  justice  very  properly 
dismissed  the  action.  But,  as  it  does  not  appear  that  any  costs 
have  been  adjudged  against  the  plaintiff,  the  determination  of 
the  justice  appears  to  be  incomplete,  and,  as  was  said  by  the 
late  Supreme  Court  in  a  somewhat  similar  case,  {Monell  v. 
TT'cfler,  2  John  8),  is  therefore  incapable  of  reversal  or  affirm- 
ance. 

For  this  reason  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  must  be 
granted. 

Daly,  First  Judge,  concurred 

Brady,  J.,  {dissenting). — Section  IS  of  the  act  relating  to  the 
district  courts  of  this  city,  passed  April  13,  1857,  provides  that^ 
where  the  defendant  is  not  a  resident  of  the  city,  or  where  the 
plaintiff  is  not  a  resident,  and  gives  the  security  required  by  the 
twenty-third  section  of  that  act,  the  summons  must  be  returnable 
in  not  less  than  two  nor  more  than  four  days  from  ita  date,  and 
most  be  served  at  least  two  days  before  the  time  foi  appearance 
mentioned  therein.  And  further,  that  in  all  other  cases  it  must 
be  returnable  not  more  than  twelve  days  from  its  date,  and  must 
be  served  at  least  six  days  before  the  time  of  appearance.  Sec- 
tion 23,  referred  to,  provides  that  plainti&  not  residing  in  tlie 
city  and  county  of  New  York  shail^  before  the  issuing  of  the 
short  summons,  as  provided  in  the  ISth  section,  file  with  the 
derk  of  the  court  a  written  undertaking,  &c.  Prior  to  the  act 
of  1857,  a  short  sunmions  issued  from  a  district  court  in  favor  of 
a  non-resident  plaintiff,  upon  his  giving  proof  of  the  fact  of  non- 
residence,  and  tendering  to  tlie  justice  the  security  required  by 
law ;  and  the  Act  to  Abolish  Imprisonment  for  Bebt^  &c.,  (Laws 
1831,  p.  396,  §  32),  in  respect  to  this  proceeding,  section  32. 
of  the  act  of  1831,  and  section  13  of  the  act  of  1857,  are  su1>- 
stantially  the  same.  Under  the  former  it  has  been  held  that 
the  plaintiff  might  proceed  by  long  or  short  summons,  at  his  op- 
tion, but  if  he  chose  the  latter  mode  he  must  give  security.  It 
was  a  privilege,  not  a  riitriction.    Nichols  v.  Tracy,  1  Sand.  278 

Vol  IL  16 


242  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 


Haulenbeck  y.  Gillies. 


King  v.  DoiodeU,  2  Sand.  131 ;  Kelly  y.  Kdly,  2  E.  D,  Smith,  250. 
Section  13  of  the  act  of  1857  imposes  no  restriction,  but  grants 
a  privilege  upon  compliance  with  a  condition,  namely,  giving 
security,  in  which  case  the  summons  may  be  short.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  section  is,  "  where  the  plaintiff  is  a  resident,  and 
gives  the  security  required  by  the  twenty- third  section;"  but 
where  he  docs  not  give  the  security,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  clear 
that  he  is  then  controlled  by  the  second  subdivision,  which  pro- 
vides that  in  oil  ofJier  cases  the  summons  must  be  returnable  not 
more  than  twelve  days,  &c.  There  are  no  words  of  prohibition 
against  proceeding  by  long  summons.  That  is  the  general  mode, 
while  the  proceeding  by  short  summons  is  a  specialty  allowable 
when  security  is  given.  For  these  reasons,  I  think  the  justice 
erred  in  dismissing  the  complaint.  It  is  said  that  section  45  of 
the  act  of  1857  renders  it  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  dismiss  the 
action  in  all  cases,  if  it  appear  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident 
and  has  not  filed  the  security  contemplated  by  section  23.  I 
submit,  with  great  respect,  that  such  a  construction  is  not  war- 
ranted by  the  language  of  the  section  referred  to.  It  provides, 
that  the  justice  shall  dismiss  the  action  when  it  is  objected  tiiat 
the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  and  has  brought  the 
action  without  giving  the  security  required  by  the  act,  I  think  I 
have  shown  that  security  is  only  required  when  the  proceeding 
is  by  short  summons.  Indeed,  the  language  of  the  twenty-thirJ 
section  so  distinctly  provides,  as  I  understand  it,  in  connection 
with  section  13.  It  is  as  follows :  "  Plaintiffij  not  residing  in 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York  shall,  before  the  issuing  ofilit 
sliort  summons,  as  provided  in  subdivision  one  of  section  13  of 
this  act,  file  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  a  written  undertaking, 
&c."  There  is  nothing,  therefore,  in  section  45  which  affects 
adversely  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived,  because  it  ap- 
pears that  the  justice  has  no  power  to  dismiss  the  complaint^  ex- 
cept in  cases  where  a  non-resident  plaintiff  proceeds  by  short  sum' 
mons  wiOiout  giving  security. 

The  dismissal  of  the  complaint  was  not  upon  failure  of  proo^ 
or  upon  the  ground  that  the  facts  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  were 
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not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  case  differs, 
therefore,  from  MonneU  v,  Weller,  (2  Johns.  Rep.  8).  The  justice 
dismissed  the  action  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  no  jurisdiction, 
and  his  decision  is  reviewable  in  this  court  for  that  reason. 

I  think  the  justice  had  jurisdiction,  that  be  erred  in  dismissing 
the  compLiint,  and  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

Appeal  dismissed  without  costs. 


Benjamin  Clapp  v.  Roswell  GRAVEa 
Henry  B.  Clapp  v.  The  Same. 

Where  the  deoisioii  of  this  oourt^  upon  a  qaeetion  pretented  on  an  appeal  from  the 
jodgment  of  an  inferior  court,  ia  in  direct  conflict  with  a  decision  of  the  general 
term  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  this  district,  a  proper  case  is  shown  for  granting 
leave  to  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

Motion  for  leave  to  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals.  There 
were  two  actions  commenced  in  the  Marine  Court,  where  the 
plaintiff  had  judgment.  The  defendant  appealed  to  this  court, 
where  the  judgments  were  affirmed.  The  defendant  now  applied, 
under  section  11  of  the  Code,  for  leave  to  appeal  to  the  Court  ot 
Appeals.  The  question  raised  upon  the  appeal  was,  whether  the 
Marine  Court  could  acquire  jurisdiction  of  an  action  against  a 
non-resident  defendant  who  was  proceeded  against  by  long  smn- 
mons?  It  appeared  that  at  the  trial,  and  after  this  objection  had 
been  taken  and  overruled,  the  defendant  answered  to  the  merits. 
In  conformity  with  the  previous  decisions  of  this  court  on  the 
same  question,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant,  by  appearing  and 
answering,  waived  any  such  defect  or  irregularity. 

John  Winslow^  for  the  motion. 
•    HarringUm  A  Qrieff^  opposed. 
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Per  Curiam. — As  the  decisions  of  the  general  term  of  this 
court,  in  1  E.  D.  Smith,  615,  decided  in  December,  1852,  and  in 
Lighter  v.  Haskins^  decided  in  November,  1849,  are  in  direct 
conflict  with  a  decision  of  the  general  term  of  the  Supreme  Court 
in  liobinson  v.  West,  (11  Barb.  809),  decided  in  June,  1852,  and 
overruling  the  decision  of  the  general  term  of  the  Superior  Court 
in  same  case,  (1  Sand£  19),  we  think  that  tins  is  a  proper  case  to 
go  to  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

Motion  gi*anted. 


Francois  Arrangoiz  v.  Francis  H.  Fbazer. 

In  an  aclion  by  tho  holder  of  a  proraissorj  note  against  a  first  indoner  for  raloe, 
before  matnrity,  tho  answer  alleged  Uiat  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  real  portj  b 
interest,  nor  tlie  owner  of  the  note.  That  it  belonged  to  one  R^  the  seoond  in- 
dorser,  who,  at  the  time  he  owned  it,  was  indebted  to  the  maker,  and  that  t!« 
maker  had  notified  tlie  first  indorsor  thereof)  and  forbidden  him  to  pajr  it,  and  if 
he  did  pay  it,  the  maker  would  not  pay  liim. 

ndd,  Thut  the  only  material  averment  in  (he  answer,  vrta  that  which  alleged  the 
plaintiff  to  bo  not  the  real  party  in  interest,  nor  the  owner  of  tho  note.  Tlie 
residue  constituted  no  defence,  and  was  properly  stricken  out  as  irreloTant 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  an  order  at  special  term,  striking 
out  part  of  an  answer  as  irrelevant.  The  complaint  was  against 
the  defendant  as  indorser  of  a  promissory  note.  The  answer 
averred  that  the  note  belonged  to  one  Bafael  Bafael,  to  whom 
it  was  passed  by  the  defendant;  and  it  alleged  that  the  execu- 
tors of  the  maker  (the  maker  himself  being  dead)  had  a  coun- 
ter claim,  or  set-off,  against  Eafael,  and  had  given  the  defendant 
notice  that  they  had  such  claim,  and  that  if  he  paid  the  note 
they  shoidd  not  pay  him.  The  plaintiff  moved  to  strike  out  the 
whole  of  this  answer,  except  the  dilation  that  Bafael  was  tie 
owner  of  the  note.  The  motion  was  granted  at  special  term, 
and  the  following  oirinion  was  rendered : 

Brady,  J. — ITie  defendant  is  indorser  of  a  note  made  by  C 
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6.  Everett^  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration. 

The  defendant,  for  a  like  consideration,  transferred  it  to  one 
Bafael  Bafael,  and  the  latter  transferred  it  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  answers,  substantially,  that  Kafael  Kafael  is 
the  owner  and  holder  of  the  note ;  that  the  maker  has  a  claim 
against  Rafael  Rafael ;  that  the  maker  has  notified  him  (the  de- 
fendant) of  such  claim ;  and  also,  not  to  pay  the  note  in  conse- 
quence thereof. 

The  note  is  good  against  the  maker  in  the  hands  of  the  iii 
dorser,  and  good  in  the  hands  of  Rafael  against  the  indorser  for 
the  whole  amount  The  claim  of  the  maker  against  Rafael, 
assuming  him  to  be  the  real  plaintifiT,  is  not  available  to  the  de- 
fendant It  is  not  a  counter-claim,  or  set-off,  existing  in  his 
favor,  and  it  is  not  an  equity  of  which  he  is  bound  to  take  notice. 
I  know  of  no  principle  on  which^  under  such  circumstances,  the 
defence  can  be  sustained. 

The  maker's  remedy  is  against  Ra£iel.  The  representatives 
of  the  maker  might  have  accomplished  the  object  in  view  by  a 
transfer  of  the  claim  to  the  defendant  They  have  not  made  it^ 
and  the  defence  fails. 

Motion  to  strike  out  granted,  with  costs. 

From  the  order  entered  pursuant  to  this  opinion  the  defendant 
appealed. 

L.  F.  TherassoTif  for  the  appellant 
WiJUam  H.  AniJion,  for  the  respondent 

By  the  court,  Hilton,  J. — The  defendant  appeals  from  an 

►rder  at  special  term,  striking  out  his  answer  as  irrelevant,  ex- 

pt  the  allegation  to  the  effect  that  one  Rafael  is  the  real  party 

I  interest  in  this  action,  and  that  De  Arrangoiz  is  only  a  nomi- 

al  plaintiff     The  cause  of  action  alleged  in  the  complaint  is, 

at  one  Everitt  made  a  promissory  note  for  $1,000  to  the  order 
<f,  and  delivered  the  same  to,  the  defendant;  that  subsequently, 
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and  before  its  maturity,  the  defendant  indorsed  it  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration,  and  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiflF,  who  is  now 
the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  it.  That  when  it  became  due, 
the  maker  being  dead,  payment  was  demanded  of  his  executor, 
and  refused,  and  due  notice  thereof  given  to  the  defendant  The 
defence  set  up  by  the  answer  is,  that  the  note  was  given  to  the 
defendant  as  part  consideration  for  the  transfer  by  the  defendant 
of  an  interest  which  he  owned  in  certain  machinery,  &a  That 
this  interest  was  subsequently  sold  by  the  executor  of  the  ma- 
ker to  Bafael,  who  afterwards  sold  it  to  the  defendant,  receir- 
ing  this  note  in  part  payment  of  the  purchase  money.  That 
at  the  time  of  this  last  sale,  Rafael  was,  as  defendant  is  inform- 
ed and  believes,  indebted  to  the  executor  in  upwards  of  $1,000 
upon  a  contract  made  by  Eafael  with  the  executor,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  sale  by  the  executor  to  Rafael.  That  when  the 
note  became  due,  the  executor  gave  notice  of  these  facts  to  the 
defendant,  and  forbid  his  paying ;  adding,  that  if  he  did  pay 
the  note,  the  "  executor  would  not  refund  the  money  to  the  de- 
fendant," and  finally  it  is  alleged,  "on  information  and  belief" 
that  the  plaintiff  took  the  note  with  full  knowledge  of  these 
facts;  that  he  is  only  the  nominal  plaintiff  and  Rafael  is  the 
real  party  in  interest. 

Taken  as  a  whole,  this  is  certainly  a  remarkable  defence. 
Substantially,  it  may  be  stated  thus : — The  maker  gave  the  note 
for  a  valuable  consideration  to  the  defendant;  the  defeuJant 
indorsed  it  for  a  valuable  consideration  to  Rafael ;  Rafael  trans- 
ferred it  bffore  maturity,  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  the 
plaintiff;  but,  because  at  the  time  it  was  indorsed  to  Rafeal,  he 
was  indebted  to  the  executor  of  the  malver,  the  plaintiff  ought 
not  to  recover.  The  defendant  does  not  pretend  to  have  any 
set-off,  demand,  or  counter  claim,  against  the  plaintiff;  does  not 
even  intimate  that  the  note  was  transferred  for  the  purpose  of 
defrauding  the  executor  of  any  set-off  he  may  have  against  Sa- 
fael ;  and  yet  seems  to  think,  when  called  upon  to  respond  to  the 
obligation  he  incurred  by  his  indorsement,  by  a  plaintiff  admit- 
ted to  be  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note,  who  became  such  he* 


NEW  YOEK— DECEMBER,  X858. 


UuluM7  V.  Dom 


fore  matarity  for  a  valuable  consideration ;  that  it  is  a  suffitnent 
defence  to  say,  that,  while  the  nold  wa^  before  its  maturity,  in 
the  baads  of  as  iDtermediate  parly,  the  maker  had  a  counter 
claico,  which,  if  that  party  had  held  the  note  when  it  became 
due,  and  bad  sued  the  maker  upon  it,  might  hare  been  set  off 
against  it. 

It  would  be  extraordinary,  indeed,  if  such  matter  should  not 
be  deemed  irrelevant ;  and  the  judge  at  special  term  was  right 
iu  so  considering  it 

Order  appealed  from  afiGrmed. 


Jaices  R.  Moloney  v.  James  Di 
The  Same  v.  Mtees  l\  Tin 

Wliere  ft  veriB«d  oampUiot  allegn  matter,  to  the  tn 

a  wilnMS,  wouH  bo  privileged  from  testifying,  iv 

tiou^  nuij  bo  serrod  without  being  voiiBoiL 
If  tlio  right  to  Borvo  aa  uuverilicd  answer  be  li 

brought  before  tba  court  fur  delennuiatiDa  by  a  i 

Ikiluro  to  aosvrer. 
Oit  Hucli  a  motloo,  tha  defendnDt  'a  not  required  ii 

admitUog  the  truth  of  the  niHttor  chained  would  b^ 

moiit  or  lialiilitfi  it  is  lufficiont  that  it  coigbt  1]ava  lli|rtcDdeii(.7 

(-saentiul  to  bo  kliown  bow  it  would  or  migl.t  tuljoct  liin 

Tlic  iiiquir]r  i«  excluded  wben  it  nppcani  tint  the  object  tg  to  procure  an  admia- 
■iou  of  the  party  that  lie  hat  beoo  guiltj  of  an  act  puniihable  aa  a  crime,  uulex* 
•u  iudictmcot  for  it  would  bo  barred  by  the  Btiitute  of  limitaliona ;  when,  if  Ibo 
luatter  in  material,  tho  party  miiy  bo  required  to  answer. 

It  teeiia,  tliut  if  a  witness  or  party  haa  bcou  pardoned  for  an  otTcnce,  lie  is  priri- 
leged  friim  answering  reap'^ing  it. 

So  iM,  where  the  dsfendant,  without  leave  of  the  court,  served  an  unveriAed 
fttuwer,  eonlaiuiug  a  geaeial  denial  of  a  sworn  comphuat,  oharging  the  delend' 
ant  with  baring  committod  a  sories  of  crimes ;  tbe  action  being  to  rocovor  dam- 
ages for  tho  injuries  U>  the  plaiuliiT,  which  were  alleged  to  be  the  direct  result  of 
the  Climes  specified. 

Appkal  irom  on  order  made  at  special  term,  held  by  Judgs 
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HiLTOX.  deny  in  7  a  mouon  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  for  judg- 
ment, as  upon  a  failoie  to  answer. 

The  action  arose  out  of  the  proceedings  of  the  so-called  Yigi- 
lance  Committee  of  San  Frandsco,  in  California.  The  peculiar 
nature  of  the  suit,  and  the  qnestions  presented,  seem  to  justify 
inserting  the  entire  complaint,  which  was  as  follows: 

**  That  from  on  or  about  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  Februarj, 
1849,  to  the  present  time,  the  plaintiff  has  been  a  good  and 
reputable  citizen  of  the  state  of  California,  and  an  actual  inhabi^ 
ant  ar.'i  resident  of  said  state,  from  the  said  twenty-eighth  day 
of  February.  1549,  to  the  fifth  day  of  July,  1S56,  and  has  onlj 
been  by  riolence  excluded  from  the  said  state,  as  hereinafter  ap- 
pears. That  on  or  about  the  loth  day  of  May,  1856,  the  dc 
feudant,  James  Dows,  "William  T.  Coleman  and  Eugene  Delles- 
sert,  Isaac  Bluxonie,  J.  P.  Manson,  Thomas  J.  L.  Surdey, 
Charles  Doane,  James  T.  Olney,  R.  M.  Jesup,  N.  A.  Arring- 
ton,  George  R.  Ward,  J.  D.  Farwcll,  William  Arriugton,  J.  H. 
Fish,  H.  S.  Brown,  Thompson  William  Rogers,  Charles  L.  Case, 
William  H.  Tillinghast,  J.  W.  Brittain,  Chauncey  J.  Dempster, 
U.  P.  Hutchins,  L.  Bossange,  Emile  Grisar,  Jules  David,  Joseph 
P.  Emery,  Calvin  Nutting,  H.  Tubbs,  E.  B  Goddard,  Aaron 

Burns,  C.  V.  Gillespie,  J.  R.  Osgoov.1, Gorham,  F.  W.  Page, 

Henry  M.  Hale,  Edward  P.  Frank,  Ernest  Seyd,  Myers  F. 

Turett, Burke, Crary,  John  L  Durkee  and  Charles  E. 

Rand,  as  the  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  divers  other 
persons  to  the  plaintiff  unknown,  at  San  Francisco,  in  the  state  of 
California,  wickedly  and  maliciously  conspired  and  combined  to- 
gether to  put  to  death  unlawfully  one  James  P.  Casey,  and  to  in- 
demnify each  other  and  their  aiders  and  abettors  for  so  doing; 
and  to  resist  all  courts  and  officers  of  law,  who  should  seek  to 
hold  them  accountable  therefor ;  and  to  commit  such  other  crimes 
and  offences  as  such  resistance  to  the  law  might  involve,  or  the 
giving  of  a  public  color  or  motive  to  their  acts  might  suggest  or 
occasion.  That  the  said  conspirators  thereupon  assumed  the 
name  and  style  of  "  The  Vigilance  Committee  of  San  Francisco," 
and  suddenly,  and  in  surprise  of  the  authorities  and  peaceable 
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citizens,  seized  all  the  anns  that  could  be  found,  and  organized 
bands  of  armed  men  who  obeyed  their  will  and  direction ;  and 
therewith,  on  or  about  the  18th  day  of  May,  1856,  broke  open 
the  prison  belonging  to  the  regular  constituted  authorities  at  San 
Francisco,  overcoming  the  guards  by  threats  and  violence,  and 
seized  said  James  P.  Casey,  who  was  then  confined  as  a  prisoner 
there,  awaiting  trial ;  and  also  wantonly,  or  to  give  a  less  per- 
sonal color  to  their  acts,  seized  one  Charles  Cora,  there  likewise 
a  prisoner,  who  had  once  been  subjected  to  a  lawful  trial,  and 
from  failure  of  a  verdict  was  awaiting  another  trial,  and  put  the 
said  Casey  and  Cora  to  death  by  hanging  in  the  public  street 
That  after  such  acts  and  doings,  as  last  aforesaid,  the  said  de- 
fcndant  and  his  confederates  did  not  abandon  or  dissolve  their 
said  unlawful  and  violent  organization  and  conspiracy,  but,  to 
deter  the  authorities  from  lawful  action  in  the  premises,  and 
keep  alarm  and  confusion  as  a  cover  for  their  unlawful  conduct, 
and  by  false  pretences  of  necessity  and  danger  give  color  to  the 
same,  they,  the  said  defendant  and  his  confederates,  seized  and 
fortified  as  a  fort  a  certain  building  on  an  insulated  block  of 
ground  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  and  set  watches,  sentries 
and  guards,  and  kept  organized,  and  under  orders  and  control, 
bands  of  armed  men  and  artillery  forces,  unlawfully,  and  with 
force,  visited  and  searched  houses  and  dwellings  of  citizens,  and 
arrested  and  imprisoned  their  persons  at  their  will,  deterring  or 
overcoming  resistance  with  threats  and  violence,  infiicting  im- 
prisonment, exile,  and  even  death,  upon  those  they  saw  fit,  or 
who  were  obnoxious  or  dangerous  to  their  said  conspiracy,  witli- 
out  legal  trial,  and  sometimes  without  pretence  of  trial  of  auy 
kind.  That  on  or  about  the  2d  day  of  June,  1856,  and  from 
thence  continually,  so  long  as  the  plaintiff  remained  in  Califor^ 
nia,  the  said  defendant  and  his  said  confederates  were  called 
upon,  solicited  and  required  by  J.  Neely  Johnson,  the  governor 
of  the  state  of  California,  to  desist  from  and  abandon  their  said 
violent  and  unlawful  organization  and  conspiracy,  and  their  in- 
terruption of  and  resistance  to  the  legal  authorities ;  but  they, 
the  said  defendant  and  his  said  confederates,  wantonly  and 


'j:a  corsT  of  coini- j>'  pleas. 


iti^iccej  T.  ^■•)«9r!. 


-wicicfi'^T  r:f iA=:»I  =0  Vj  dj.  Tldi:  thereupon  on  or  abon:  tli<  id 
■iaT  -j:  Ji.'.e,  lt.'S*5.  J.  Xetlr  JociLaon,  who  uicn  Traa.  an-i  bu 
.-.Ir.o':  "-;or.uL:/iiii],  ar.'i  noTr  :s  Z'^v-^rr-jr  of  ^Le  s^re  ot  Caliivnii. 
;.irt.ir;ri  i.i-j  rf.x/.rjXTjiti.on,  calling  iipjii  and  reii:iesrL:::?  all  ie  c:d- 
2r:.-*.i  o:  r'a-^  i?a.'i  st<i:e  :o  enroll  the^isrlTes  iii  ;iie  raii.iiA  oi  ie 
Atazr;.  ar.i  jO  aid  ta»*  ^'overriinerAC,  aa  co'in-i  by  utt.  Li  sucd'iinj 
t';.-;  r^.'i  '.r.>'irre«':::or.i:v  conipira^j,  a:.-!  resiorl::^  jwace  anl  •::• 
'Iftr  a:  .^:i:*  FrrA.'i.;i.-o«-F  cif^r-jsaid  That  there up<n,  in  pirs^Liioe 
of  a:.l  :ri  ••^/..•t■i!^■;....^*  v;i  iiie  5a:-i  pr-:ol^aiat::L,  ib.e  said  pLiiLi.i 
o..  or  r.'.  . .:  tl.-  l .  «-..;."  o:  June,  l^.'v.  eLl-aicd  ii.i  was  -nrc-llcJ 
In  :i.»;  .-ai-i  iriilitia  o!  the  siax*:.  i:i  Co  if:  j  an  v  A.,  ULvler  lue  oou- 
nj.'i:*'i  o;  iiichari  P.  Aa'iic,  aeiiL^  as  cap:aia  in  aucii  miiuia  bjr 
fiuiy  i'J>W7^^\^v^^A  autiiority.  Tha:  on  or  about  ilie  l&th  day  of 
Jiiiif;,  l^.Vi,  ti.ft  sail  J.  Xeily  JohLson,  governor  of  the  said 
fciatc,  i.vi:iC'^l.  u:.d  ta'Jsed  to  bo  preseiitei  lo  General  John  E. 
W'fyji,  f.orrirnaridir.g  the  United  ^i  La  tea'  forces  in  California,  his 
n.-qiii-ia.iii  for  cerUiiu  arms,  tlje  property  of  the  state  of  Califor- 
nia, tli':.'i  in  tlie  ]Kj6.se.%sion  or  under  the  control  of  the  said  gen- 
eral, and  to  bo  furni.sLed  by  him,  in  accordance  with  such  re- 
quiMi'iU  and  rcqiKst,  f.^r  the  sc-rvice  of  the  said  state  of  Cali- 
fornia. Tiiat  .such  proceedings  were  had  in  furtherance  of  sucb 
rrjqui.dtion ;  that  the  said  arms  were  duly  furnished  by  the 
said  (ieneral  \\'o*J,  for  the  purposes  of  such  requisition ;  and 
were,  on  or  about  the  19th  day  of  June,  1656,  duly  placed  in 
tiie  cliarge  of  the  said  j J;untiiii  to  be  conveyed  to  San  Francisco, 
ftjr  til';  .service  of  the  said  state,  pursuant  to  the  direction  and 
requi.'-ilion  of  the  said  governor,  as  aforesaid ;  that  during  all 
the  .said  hwt  mentioned  proceeding?*,  the  said  plaintiflf  was  active 
and  enicient  on  buhalf  of  the  said  governor,  and  the  people 
ami  law  ful  authoritie.s  of  the  said  state,  in  the  endeavors,  by 
lawful  means,  to  subdue  the  said  violent  and  insurrectionary 
conspiracy  of  the  said  defendant  and  his  confederates,  and  was 
regarded  by  them  with  resentment  and  apprehension  because  of 
liis  zeal  and  eflicicncy  in  tlie  premises ;  and  hereupon  the  plaia- 
tiil'  shows  that  in  view  of  the  premises,  and  for  the  causes  and 
inotlvcs  in  this  count  mentioned,  and  no  other,  and  on  or  about 
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the  20tli  day  of  June,  1856,  the  said  defendant  and  his  con- 
federates, so  calling  themselves  the  "  Committee  of  Vigilance  " 
as  aforesaid,  fearing  the  activity  of  the  plaintift'  in  the  premi- 
ses, wickedly  and  maliciously  conspired  and  combined  together 
violently  to  seize  the  said  arms  of  the  state,  so  in  the  plaintiff's 
possession  or  charge  as  aforesaid,  to  assault,  injure,  and  abuse 
the  plaintiff,  and  finally,  to  crush  and  destroy  him,  and  put  him 
out  of  their  way,  unless  he  would  make  terms  of  submission  to 
them.  That  in  pursuance  of  such  last  mentioned  wicked  and 
malicious  conspiracy,  on  or  about  the  21st  day  of  June,  1856,  in 
the  night  time,  while  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  with  the  said  arms  in 
his  possession  or  charge,  then  and  thei-e,  on  board  a  certain 
schooner  called  the  Julia,  then  being  in  or  near  San  Pablo  Bay, 
on  the  high  seas,  between  Benicia  and  San  Francisco,  he,  the 
said  defendant  and  his  confederates,  caused  the  said  vessel  to  be 
broken  in  upon,  and  the  said  arms  seized  and  carried  away,  and 
the  person  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  assaulted  and  seized  with  force 
and  violence  by  certain  armed  men,  to  wit : — John  L.  Durkeo 
and  Charles  E.  Rand,  and  others  to  the  plaintiff  unknown,  and 
caused  the  said  plaintiff  to  be  made  and  kept  a  prisoner  by  such 
armed  men,  and  exposed  to  apprehension  and  fear  of  his  life, 
and  carried  and  conveyed  as  such  prisoner  to  San  Francisco, 
and  there  publicly  exposed  and  exhibited  as  a  prisoner,  being 
imprisoned  and  kept  as  a  prisoner  for  about  five  hours,  and  then 
discharged  him,  pretending  no  complaint  against  him  or  ground 
of  detention.  That  afterwards,  on  the  same  21st  day  of  June, 
1856,  in  pursuance  of  their  said  unlawful,  corrupt,  and  malicious 
conspiracy  against  the  plaintiff,  they,  the  said  defendant  and  his 
co-conspirators,  gave  order  for  the  immediate  arrest  and  imprison- 
ment of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  then  and  there  caused  the  plain 
tiff  to  be  assaulted  by  one  Sterling  A.  Hopkins,  an  armed  agent 
and  instrument  of  the  said  defendant  and  his  said  confederates, 
accompanied  or  aided  by  other  agents  of  the  said  conspiracy 
acting  in  his  aid,  in  order  again  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his 
liberty,  and  remove  and  imprison  him.  And  the  plaintiff,  to 
escape  such  violence  and  imprisonment,  having  fled  to  a  certain 
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armory  of  the  state  of  California,  at  San  Francisco  aforesaid,  he, 
the  said  defendant  and  his  said  confederates  and  coconspirators, 
caused  armed  men  to  assemble  around  the  said  armory,  with  can- 
non pointed  against  the  doors  thereof,  and  by  demonstrations  of 
force,  and  threats  of  extreme  violence,  to  again  obtain  possessioa 
of  the  plaintiff's  person,  and  deprive  him  of  his  liberty ;  there- 
upon, by  such  armed  men,  acting  under  the  orders  of  the  said  de- 
fendant and  his  co-conspirators,  the  said  plaintiff  was  again  as- 
saulted and  seized,  and  imprisoned  in  a  dungeon  held  and  used 
hy  the  said  conspirators,  and  kept  a  close  prisononer  from  the 
21st  day  of  June,  1856,  to  the  5th  day  of  July,  1856 ;  they,  the 
said  defendant  and  his  co-conspirators,  concealing  the  plaintiff's 
person  in  the  meantime  from  the  United  States'  marshal,  who  had 
been  a.id  was  seeking  to  execute  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  for  the 
body  of  the  plaintiff*  by  removing  his  person  from  one  place  of 
confinement  to  another,  while  said  marshal  was  seeking  the  plain- 
tiff to  S(?rve  such  writ,  and  evading  and  misleading  the  said  mar- 
shal so  as  to  evade  and  defeat  such  process ;  and  finally,  on  or 
about  the  4th  day  of  July,  185G,  the  defendant  and  his  co  con- 
spirator.s,  in  pursuance  of  their  said  wicked  and  malicious  con- 
spiracy against  the  siiid  plainiift*,  and  with  the  intent  finally  to  re- 
move and  subdue,  and  eflectually  destroy  him,  wickedly  and  ma- 
liciously agreed  together  to  have  the  said  plaintiff  abducted,  car- 
ried off,  and  forever  exiled  from  the  said  state  of  California,  and 
that  he  should  be  put  to  immediate  death  in  case  he  should  ever 
return  to  the  said  state ;  and  all  explanation  or  satisfaction  to 
the  plaintiff,  as  to  the  grounds  or  pretext  for  such  cruel  and  ar- 
bitrary treatment,  and  all  faciliiies  to  the  plaintiff  for  examining 
his  books  and  accounts,  arranging  his  business,  and  communica- 
ting with  his  friends  and  agents,  so  as  to  save  and  prevent  what 
loss  and  damage  he  could  of  that  which  must  necessarily  and  did 
accrue  from  his  sudden  removal  and  abduction  from  California, 
was  then  and  there  arbitrarily,  wantonly,  wickedly  and  mali* 
ciously  refused  to  the  plaintiff;  and  thereupon  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  next  day,  being  the  5th  day  of  July,  1856,  in  piu^ 
suance  of  the  said  unlawful,  wicked  and  malicious  conspira- 
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cy,  the  said  defendant  and  his  said  coconspirators  caused  the 
said  plaiutiflF  to  be  assaulted,  seized  and  taken  by  armed  men, 
the  agents  of  the  said  conspiracy',  and  members  thereof,  and  car- 
ried to  a  certain  wharf  at  San  Francisco  aforesaid,  and  to  and 
on  board  of  a  certain  steamer,  called  the  John  L.  Stephens,  then 
there  lying  and  being,  and  on  such  steamer  to  be  abducted,  kid- 
naT)pcd,  exiled  and  banished  from  the  said  state  of  California ; 
that  the  said  steamer,  "vvith  the  said  plaintiff,  thus  by  force  and 
violence,  and  against  his  will,  in  and  on  board  thereof,  did  leave 
San  Francisco  for  Panama,  in  the  state  of  New  Grenada,  very 
shortly  after  the  plaintiff  was  thus  violently  and  forcibly  put  on 
board  thereof,  on  the  said  5th  day  of  July,  1856 ;  the  last  action 
of  the  said  defendant  and  his  said  co-conspirators  as  to  the  said 
plaintiff,  before  the  leaving  of  the  said  steamer,  being  that  a  cer- 
tain member  of  the  said  conspirators,  affecting  and  burlesquing 
all  the  forms  and  ceremonies  of  tlie  most  august  and  regular  tri- 
bunal, summoned  the  plaintiff  on  board  the  said  steamer,  and  re- 
announced  to  him,  producing  certain  papers  as  the  acts  or  pro- 
cess of  such  mock-tribunal,  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  was  banished 
from  California,  never  to  return  under  the  severest  penalties, 
(I'.e.,)  "  death ; "  that  the  said  defendant  and  his  co-conspirators 
had  bodies  of  armed  men,  in  great  numbers,  arrayed  on  the 
wharf  wliere  said  steamer  lay,  to  carry  out  their  arbitrary  sen- 
tence and  orders,  and  defeat  all  rescue  by  citizens  or  duly  con- 
stituted oflScers  of  the  courts  of  California ;  and  by  means  of  the 
said  conspiracy,  and  by  the  violence  and  force  aforesaid,  the  said 
plaintiff  was  then  and  there  abducted  and  exiled  from  the  state 
of  California,  and  has  since  continued  exiled  and  excluded  there- 
from, being  notified  and  solemnly  warned  that  the  said  wicked 
conspirators  have  agreed  and  resolved,  and  mutually  bound  and 
pledged  themselves  to  each  other  to  put  the  plaintiff  to  death  at 
once,  in  case  of  his  return  to  California ;  all  which  last  men* 
tioned  outrages  and  monstrous  acts  of  the  said  defendant  and  his 
co-conspirators  were  wantonly  wicked,  corrupt  and  malicious,  to 
the  great  grief  and  affliction,  damage  and  injury  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  destruction  of  his  individual  lights,  and  to  the  great 
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scandal  and  disgrace  of  all  civil  government  and  authority  at 
San  Francisco  aforesaid,  and  wherebj,  and  by  means  of  which 
last  mentioned  wrongs,  grievances  and  outrages,  the  plainti£f  has 
been  not  only  greatly  injured  in  person  and  health,  and  humilia- 
ted, afflicted  and  distressed  in  mind  and  feelings,  but  has  been 
degraded  and  blasted  in  character  and  position,  and  broken  ap 
and  crushed  in  his  business,  property,  interest,  credit^  circum- 
stances, plans,  prospects  and  arrangements ;  deprived  of  his 
liome  and  accustomed  means  of  support,  livelihood  and  occupa- 
tion, and  the  future  of  his  life  destroyed. 

And  the  plaintiff  further  shows  and  alleges  to  the  Court,  in 
connection  with  the  claim  for  damages  hereinafter  set  forth,  for 
and  by  reason  of  the  wrongs,  oppression  and  grievances  herein- 
before stated,  that  the  said  conspiracy,  calling  itself  '*  The  Vigi 
lanco  Committee,"  pretending  its  proceedings  to  be  necessary 
for  the  public  good,  and  to  be  for  that  object,  was,  in  fact,  unjust^ 
unnecessary  and  mischievious,  the  result  of  personal  passion, 
rage,  malice,  arrogance,  tyranny  in  its  origin,  and  was  afle^ 
wards  most  wantonly,  mischievously  and  dangerously  continued 
in  its  operations ;  partly  from  the  same  motives  with  which  it 
commenced;  partly  from  the  fear  of  the  parties  that  if  they 
abandoned  their  armed,  organized  and  alarming  position,  they 
would  be  promptly  held  to  legal  accountability ;  and  partly  to 
give  a  color  of  public  motives  to  their  conduct ;  that,  neverthe- 
less, the  said  defendant  and  his  co-conspirators  have,  from  the 
beginning  of  the  said  proceedings,  wantonly  and  maliciously 
seeking  thereby  to  cover  and  color  their  own  monstrous  and  op- 
pressive conduct,  given  out,  and  Qaused  to  be  proclaimed  to  the 
public,  in  numerous  organs  of  publicity  controlled  by  them, 
(without  being  able,  or  daring  to  specify  any  particular  alleged 
offence),  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  notorious  criminal  and  offender, 
and  a  worthless,  disreputable  character,  they  well  knowing  the 
contrary.  That  Sterling  A.  Hopkins,  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
was  employed  to  assault,  arrest  and  imprison  the  plaintiff,  by 
the  defendant  and  his  co-conspirators ;  was  an  executioner  or 
hangman  of  the  said  conspirators ;  that  the  plaintiff)  while  ]j>cld 


NEW  YORK— DECEMBER,  1858.  255 

Moloney  v.  Dows. 

a  prisoner  by  the  defendant  and  his  coconspirators,  was  con- 
fined in  a  cell,  and  subjected  to  jeers,  contumely  and  insult  | 
was  twice  hand-cuffed  and  put  in  irons,  and  led  to-and-fro  by 
armed  men,  exciting  his  apprehensions  that  he  was  being  led  to 
death,  his  inquiries  as  to  what  was  to  be  done  with  him  being 
unheeded  and  unanswered,  was  under  just  apprehension  of  being 
poison^  in  his  food,  or  put  to  death  in  some  other  secret  way  ; 
was  arbitrarily  deprived  of  the  reading  of  public  journals  of  his 
own  choice  and  selection ;  waa  removed  fix>m  one  place  of  im- 
prisonment to  another.  That  while  the  said  plaintiff  was  so  un- 
lawfully in  prison,  he  was  subjected  to  insulting  visits  and  in- 
terrogatories on  the  part  of  the  said  conspirators,  with  armed 
guards  constantly  standing  at  the  door  of  his  cell  night  and  day ; 
and,  after  operations  to  excite  or  increase  the  plaintiff's  appre- 
hension of  further  violence,  such  insulting  and  alarming  visits, 
interrogatories,  and  inquisition  to  the  plaintiff,  in  his  cell,  were 
renewed :  they,  the  said  conspirators,  seeking  by  the  operation 
of  imprisonment,  threats,  and  fear,  to  obtain  from  the  plaintiff 
disclosures  and  information,  aid  and  facilities  for  the  prosecution 
of  violent  designs. 

That  the  plaintiff,  during  his  residence  of  many  years  in  Cali* 
fomia,  and  up  to  the  time  of  his  abduction,  was,  and  had  been 
largely  engaged  in  business,  trade,  and  operations;  and  had 
property  and  pecuniary  interests,  exclusive  of  debts  owing  to 
him,  unsettled,  and  unclosed  or  disposed  of,  to  a  large  amount, 
which  business,  property,  interests  and  operations,  by  his  said 
sudden  imprisonment  and  banishment,  have  been  greatly,  if  not 
totally  and  irretrievably  damaged  and  lost ;  that  he  had,  when 
he  left  California,  a  large  amount  of  debts  due  him,  which  have 
been,  as  he  believes,  wholly  lost  by  reason  of  the  actions  of  the 
said  defendant  and  bis  co-conspirators,  to  the  extent  of  from 
seven  to  ten  thousand  dollars,  as  he  believes ;  that  he  had,  as 
naval  storekeeper  at  San  Francisco,  (an  office  held  by  him  for 
about  a  year),  an  unsettled  account  with  the  United  States  gov- 
ernment, which,  by  the  wilful  conduct  of  the  defendant  and  his 
confederates,  he  was  prevented  from  settling,  to  his  great  loss 
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and  damage,  lliat  the  said  defendant  and  his  C(MX>n8pita- 
tors,  during  all  his  said  imprisonment,  refused  to  communicate 
to  him  any  explanation  of  their  outrageous  conduct,  or  any 
charge,  accusation,  or  complaint,  or  to  give  him  any  trial  or  ex- 
amination ;  that  they  also  wantonly  and  maliciously  refused  to 
the  plaintiff  all  reasonable  facilities  to  enable  him  to  lighten  or 
guard  against  losses  in  his  business  by  examination  of  his  books 
and  accounts,  and  communication  with  friends  or  agents;  and 
that  finally,  on  occasion  of  the  actual  abduction  and  exile  of  the 
plaintifiT,  against  which  the  plaintiff  always  indignantly  com- 
plained and  remonstrated,  and  so  far  as  he  could,  without  invit* 
ing  further  violence,  resisted,  they,  the  said  defendant  and  hii 
co-conspirators,  well  knowing  and  mocking  his  feelings,  requiieti 
and  insisted  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  should  sign  a  paper  request 
ing  substantiall}'-,  or,  as  they  meant  and  intended  to  construe  ii^ 
his  own  abduction,  under  threats  of  deporting  him  to  some  dii> 
tant  island  in  the  Pacific,  where  he  could  with  great  difficulty 
and  delay,  if  ever,  return,  in  case  of  his  refusal ;  that  the  plain 
tiff  long  resisted  compliance  with  such  wanton,  insulting,  tyran- 
nical requisition,  but,  from  force  and  duress,  and  apprehension 
of  further  violence,  finally  signed  such  paper,  being  advised, 
and  believing  such  proceeding,  under  the  circumstances,  to  be 
empty,  void  and  nugatory,  for  any  purpose  beneficial  to  the  said 
conspirators,  or  prejudicial  to  the  plaintiff.  For  all  which 
wrongs  and  grievances  hereinbefore  set  forth,  the  said  plaintiff 
prays  judgment  for  damages  against  the  said  defendant,  for  and 
by  reason  of  the  premises,  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  thousand 
dollars,  besides  costs.'' 

The  usual  verification  was  attached. 

The  defendant  served  an  unverified  answer,  denying  generally 
"  each  and  every  allegation  in  the  complaint,"  wluch  was  imme- 
diately returned,  with  a  statement  that  it  would  not  be  accepted 
because  no  verification  was  attached.  The  plaintiff  then  moved, 
upon  notice,  for  judgment  as  on  a  failure  to  answer.  The  mo- 
tion was  denied,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed.  The  proceedings 
were  alike  in  each  case. 


NEW  YORK— DECEMBER,  1868.  257 

Koloney  v  Dowa. 


Qeorge  Bowman^  for  the  appellant 
Jenmiah  Larocque^  for  the  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — The  verification  of  an  an- 
swer maj  be  omitted  where  the  defendant,  if  a  witness,  would 
be  privileged  from  testifying  as  to  the  truth  of  any  matter  alleged 
in  the  complaint  (Laws  of  1854,  p.  153)  and  denied  by  the  an 
swer.  The  complaints  in  these  cases  charge  the  defendants  with 
having  committed  a  series  of  crimes,  and  there  can  be  no  doubt 
thaty  if  they  were  under  examination  as  witnesses,  they  would 
be  privileged  from  answering  as  to  many  of  the  matters  alleged 
in  the  complaints. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  a  defendant  cannot  put  in  an  un- 
verified answer  to  a  sworn  complaint  until  he  has  satisfied  the 
court  that  it  might  expose  him  to  a  prosecution  for  a  crime  to 
verify  it,  or  subject  him  to  a  penalty.  That  he  must  first  move 
the  court  upon  an  affidavit  declaring  that  such  would  or  might, 
be  the  effect  if  he  were  compelled  to  verify.  That  he  must,  by- 
bringing  the  matter  before  the  court  in  the  form  of  an  affidavit^, 
place  himself  in  a  position  somewhat  analogous  to  that  of  a  wit- 
ness under  examination,  that  it  may  be  left  to  the  court  to  decide- 
whether  he  must  verify  his  answer  or  not — as  it  is  not  for  him; 
to  determine  whether  he  would  be  privileged,  as  a  witness,  from* 
testifying  to  the  truth  of  the  matter  denied  by  his  answer. 

The  164th  section  of  the  Code,  and  the  act  o£  1854,  are  bothi 
founded  upon  a  familiar  principle  in  the  law,  thot  no  one  can  be 
compelled  to  accuse  himself  of  crime,  or  to  disclose  anything  that 
may  have  a  tendency  to  expose  him  to  a  prosecution  upon  & 
criminal  charge,  or  to  any  kind  of  punishment,  or  even-  to  a 
penal  liability.  1  Oreenleaf's  Evid.,  §  451.  It  is  not  neoes-- 
sary  that  such  should  be  the  direct  effect ;  it  is  enough  if  it  would 
or  might  lead  to  criminal  proceedings  against  him.  Bellinger  r^ 
The  Peaplej  8  Wend.  595.  If  it  would  furnish  one  link  in  a 
chain  of  circumstances  that  would  convict  him,  he  need  not  an 
swer.     1  Burr's  Trial,  244 ;    Paxion  v.  Douglass,  16  Ves.  242. 

Vol.  II.  17 
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Or,  if  he  declares  that  he  cannot  answer  without  subjectiiig  him- 
self to  criminal  liability,  he  cannot  be  required  to  show  how  or 
in  what  way  it  would  have  that  eflfect  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend. 
229 ;  Paxton  v.  Douglass,  supra. 

This  privilege  is  not  confined  to  a  witness  on  the  stand,  but 
extends  to  a  party  in  every  stage  of  a  case.  Thus,  in  a  coort  of 
equity  it  is  well  settled  that  no  man  need  discover  matters  tend- 
ing to  criminate  himself,  or  to  expose  him  to  a  penalty  or  for- 
feiture ;  so  that  if  a  bill  chaiges  anything  which,  if  confessed  by 
the  answer,  may  or  might  have  a  tendency  to  subject  the  de- 
fendant to  a  criminal  prosecution,  or  to  a  penalty,  he  may  daim 
h\B  protection  by  demurring  to  so  much  of  the  bilL  Bast  India 
Company  v.  Campbell,  1  Ves.,  sr.,  246 ;  Clieiwynd  v.  Lindon,  2 
id.  450 ;  Brownsword  v.  Edward,  id.  243 ;  Parkhurst  v.  LowUn, 
2  Swanst  214;  Cartwright  v.  Oreen,  8  Ves.,  jr.,  405;  Skirmery, 
Judson,  8  Conn.  521 ;  Afarch  v.  Davidson,  9  Paige,  580 ;  Adams' 
Doctrine  of  Equity,  2 ;  2  Daniel's  Chancery  Practice,  46.  Or,  if 
the  objectionable  disclosure  is  not  apparent  upon  the  &ce  of  the 
bill,  he  may  raise  the  objection  by  plea,  as  in  Clarfdge  v.  Hoare, 
(14  Ves.  59),  where  it  is  said,  "If  a  bill  states  a  marriage  with  a 
particular  woman,  the  defendant  may  plead  that  she  is  his  sister, 
and  refuse  to  state  anything  more,  or  to  speak  as  to  any  one  fact 
forming  a  link  in  the  chain."  So,  where  a  witness  in  equity  is 
examined  upon  interrogations,  he  may  refuse  to  answer  any 
question  tending  to  criminate  him,  or  to  subject  him  to  a  pen- 
alty,  and  his  objection  comes  up  in  the  form  of  a  demurrer 
■alleging  the  reason  or  grounds  of  the  witness'  objection,  which, 
if  denied,  must  be  supported  by  an  affidavit  Gresley's  Eiquitj 
Evidence,  77;  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten,  8  Madd.  121.  In  every 
case,  therefore,  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  which  a  witness  or  a  partj 
claimed  the  protection  afforded  by  this  general  rule,  the  question 
of  his  privil^e  was  one  for  the  determination  of  the  court,  and 
was  brought  before  it  either  by  an  objection  raised  on  the  wit- 
ness' behalf  at  the  trial,  or  by  the  defendant's  demurring  to  the 
discovery  sought  by  the  bill,  or  where  it  could  not  be  raised  by 
.a  demurrer  to  the  bill,  by  bringing  it  before  the  court  in  the 
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form  of  a  plea ;  or  where  a  witness  was  examined  out  of  court, 
by  an  instrument  in  writing,  transmitted  to  the  court  bj  the  offi- 
cer before  whom  the  witness  was  under  examination,  stating  the 
grounds  of  his  objection,  accompanied  by  the  proofs,  if  the  reasons 
or  grounds  given  by  the  witness  were  denied.  Gresley's  Equity 
Evidence,  by  Calvert,  77,  note/  The  question  whether  the  party 
or  the  witness  was  privileged,  came  up  in  some  shape  to  enable  the 
court  to  determine  judicially  upon  its  validity.  It  was  never  left 
to  the  election  or  determination  of  the  party,  or  of  the  witness. 

Has  this  course  of  procedure  been  abrogated  by  the  act  of 
1854,  and  the  previous  enactments  in  the  Code?  The  act  is 
very  brief.  It  simply  declares  that  "the  verification  of  any 
pleading,  in  any  court  of  record  in  this  state,  may  be  omitted  in 
all  cases  where  the  party  called  upon  to  verify  would  be  privi- 
leged from  testifying  as  a  witness  to  the  truth  of  any  matter 
denied  by  such  pleading." 

A  provision  substantially  similar  to  this  was  incorporated  in 
the  Code  when  first  enacted  in  1848,  (§  133),  that  "  the  verifica- 
tion may  be  omitted  when  the  party  would  be  privileged  firom 
testifying  as  a  witness  to  the  same  matter."  It  was  stricken  out 
at  the  amendment  of  the  Code  in  the  following  year,  and  in  the 
amendment  of  1851  the  provision  in  the  Code,  as  it  exists  at 
present,  was  inserted — "  that  the  verification  may  be  omitted 
when  an  admission  of  the  truth  of  the  allegations  might  subject 
the  party  to  a  prosecution  for  felony,"  which  was  modified  after- 
wards by  the  special  statute  of  1854,  above  referred  to,  bringing 
things  back  very  much  to  what  they  were  seven  years  before, 
when  the  Code  was  first  enacted.  During  this  course  of 
varying  and  inconstant  legislation,  this  ever-changing  and  shift- 
ing provision  underwent  judicial  construction  in  a  number  of 
cases:  HiU  v.  Jfuifer,  2  Sandf  684;  White  v.  Cummings,  8  id. 
716 ;  Clapper  v.  Fitzpatrick,  8  How.  814 ;  Thomas  v.  Hanopj  7 
id.  57 ;  Springstead  v.  Robinson^  8  id.  141 ;  Scoville  v.  JVcw,  12 
id.  Zl%]  Lynch  v.  Todd,  18  How.  548 ;  BlaisdeU  v.  Raymond,  5 
Abbott,  144. 

It  would  be  unprofitable  to  review  these  cases,  as  the  act  of 
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1854  must  be  regarded  as  controlling  all  the  previous  legislatioD, 
and  it  alone  must  be  looked  to  in  determining  what  is  now  the 
proper  practice.  It  makes  provision  only  for  the  service  of  an 
unverified  answer  where  the  defendant,  by  his  answer,  denies 
some  matter  in  the  complaint,  in  respect  to  the  truth  of  which 
he  could  not  be  interrogated  if  he  was  under  examination  as  a 
witness.  The  matter,  averment,  or  fact  in  the  complaint,  denied 
by  the  answer,  will  be  indicated  by  the  complaint  and  answer, 
and  if  it  is  not  of  a  character  to  justify  the  service  of  an  unveri- 
fied answer,  the  plaintiff  has  an  easy  remedy.  He  may  move 
the  court,  as  has  been  done  in  this  case,  for  judgment  for  want 
of  a  sufficient  answer,  which,  I  suppose,  would  be  his  proper 
course ;  or,  if  he  should  enter  judgment  for  want  of  an  answer, 
the  question  could  come  before  the  court  upon  the  defendant's 
motion  to  set  the  judgment  aside.  The  question  could  not,  as 
was  the  former  practice  in  equity,  be  brought  before  the  court 
by  a  demurrer,  for  the  Code  has  defined  the  cases  in  which  a 
defendant  may  demur,  and  this  is  not  one  of  them.  The  only 
course  for  a  defendant,  therefore,  under  this  act^  where  some- 
thing is  alleged  in  the  complaint  which  he  could  not  be  interro- 
gated upon  if  he  was  a  witness,  and  which  it  is  material  he 
should  put  in  issue,  is  to  deny  it  by  his  answer,  and  serve  his 
answer  without  verifying  it.  If  it  is  not  of  the  character  sup- 
posed, the  plaintiff's  motion  for  judgment  will  bring  the  question 
as  effectually  before  the  court  as  it  was  brought  under  the  old 
equity  practice,  by  a  demurrer  to  so  much  of  the  bill.  If  the 
question  of  privilege  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  would  not  appear 
by  a  mere  denial  of  the  averments  in  the  complaint^  then  the  ac^ 
of  1854  has  made  no  provision  for  such  a  case,  and  the  old 
equity  practice  would  prevail.  The  defendant  would  have  to 
put  in  a  verified  answer,  setting  forth,  analogous  to  the  former 
plea  in  equity,  the  grounds  or  reasons  why  he  is  excused  from 
answering  any  of  the  averments  in  the  complaint^  and  if  there  is 
no  validity  in  the  reason  or  grounds  assigned  by  him,  the  plain- 
tiff, as  before,  may  move  for  judgment  for  want  of  a  sufficient 
answer.    In  either  case,  upon  the  service  of  an  unverified  answer, 
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or  an  answer  verified,  but  assigning  grounds  why  certain  aver- 
ments in  the  complaint  should  not  be  answered,  the  plaintiflf,  by 
a  motion  for  judgment,  can  take  the  sense  of  the  court  as  to  the 
defendant's  right  not  to  answer  certain  averments,  or  to  serve  an 
unverified  answer.  He  can  raise  the  question  as  eflfectually  in 
this  way  as  he  coul  d  by  the  course  of  proceeding  that  was  in  use 
under  the  former  equity  practice. 

In  these  cases  the  defendants  denied  the  averments  in  the 
complaints,  and  served  their  answers  without  verifying  them. 
They  adopted,  in  my  judgment,  the  pro])er  course,  and  on  tlii-: 
motion  for  judgment  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  there  were  aver 
ments  in  the  complaints  of  a  character  that  entitled  the  defend- 
ants to  serve  their  answers  without  verifying  them.  The  whole 
scope  and  tendency  of  the  acts  attributed  to  them  is  to  show 
that  they  were  guilty  of  crimes  and  misdemeanors.  To  use  the 
language  of  the  court  in  SkitiJier  v.  Judson,  8  Conn.  Kep. 
529,  "  a  defendant  is  protected  from  making  answer  when  the 
allegations  of  a  bill  state  many  facts,  each  and  all  of  which  have 
a  joint  or  united  tendency  to  bring  him  within  the  penalty  of 
the  law." 

It  is  suggested  that  the  defendants  may  have  been  pardoned, 
or  tried  and  acquitted,  or  absolved  from  liability  by  lapse  of 
time,  or  by  a  legislative  act  of  amnesty,  and  that  unless  some 
proof  is  submitted,  the  court  cannot  assume  that  they  are  liable 
to  punishment  even  if  they  have  cotnmitted  the  acts  attributed 
to  them  in  the  complaint.  This  suggestion  might  have  been 
made  with  equal  force  against  the  former  equity'  practice  of 
allowing  a  defendant  to  demur  to  so  much  of  a  bill  as  imputed 
to  him,  or  charged  him  with  having  committed  a  crime,  and  yet 
that  practice  was  well  settled.  It  is  not  necessary,  as  before  re- 
marked, that  the  direct  eJBfect  will,  or  would,  be  to  subject  the 
party  to  punishment  or  to  liability.  It  is  sufficient  that  it  may, 
or  might,  have  that  tendency,  and  neither  a  defendant  nor  a  wit- 
ness can  be  required  to  show  how  it  would,  or  might,  subject 
him  to  prosecution  or  punishment  The  inquiry  is  totally  barred 
the  moment  that  it  is  apparent  to  the  court  that  the  object  of  it 
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is  to  obtain  from  the  defeDdant  or  the  witness  an  admission  that 
he  has  been  guilty  of  an  act  punishable  as  a  crime ;  unless  the 
interrogators  refer  to  an  act,  an  indictment  for  which  would  be 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  {Roberts  v.  Abbott^  1  Moodj 
&  Malkin,  192 ;  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend.  255,)  when,  if  the 
inquiry  were  material,  the  party  interrogated  would  be  bound  to 
answer.  Even  where  a  witness  has  been  pardoned  for  tbe 
offence,  he  is  privileged  from  answering  respecting  it.  Hex  v. 
Reading,  7  Howell's  State  Trials,  296 ;  Rex  v.  Earl  of  Shrews- 
bury,  8  id. 

Order  appealed  from  affirmed. 


Seuben  F.  Harriott  v.  I^e  New  Jersey  Railroad  anp 

Transportation  Company. 


A  non-readent  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  an  action  in  this  court  againait  a  foreigD 
corporation  unless  it  appears  that  the  action  is  upon  a  contract  made,  executed 
or  delivered  in  this  state,  or  tliat  the  cause  of  action  arose,  or  the  subject  of  the 
action  is  situate,  within  this  state. 

This  court  has,  therefore,  no  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  brought  bj  a  non-resident  plaio* 
tiff  against  a  foreign  corporation  lo  recover  damages  for  a  wrong  commiUod  out 
of  this  state. 

Appearing  and  answering  onlj  waives  the  question  of  jurisdiction  so  far  as  it  re* 
lates  to  the  person ;  but  if  the  subject  matter  of  the  action  is  not  within  the  ja- 
risdiction  of  the  court,  no  assent  or  waiver  of  the  parties  oan  make  a  judgment 
upon  it  effectual 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  at  the  special  term,  dismissing  the 
complaint.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages,  laid 
in  the  complaint  at  $800,  for  killing  a  horse  belonging  to  plain- 
tiflF,  through  the  negligence  of  defendant's  servants.  The  plead- 
ings did  not  show  where  the  plaintiff  resided.  They  showed, 
however,  that  the  defendants  were  a  corporation  created  by  the 
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laws  of  New  Jerseyi  but  having  au  office,  and  owning  property 
witliin  this  state.  The  alleged  killing  of  the  plaintiffs  horse 
took  place  in  New  Jersey. 

On  the  first  trial  of  the  cause  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the 
phiintiff  was  a  non-resident  of  this  state.  That  trial  resulted  in 
a  disagreement  of  the  jury.  On  the  second  trial,  after  the  counsel 
for  plaintiff  had  opened  the  case  to  the  jury,  the  plaintiff's  non- 
residence  being  conceded  by  his  counsel,  a  motion  was  made  on 
the  part  of  defendants  to  dismiss  the  action  for  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion. The  complaint  was  thereupon  dismissed  by  the  direction 
of  the  court,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

JEdmund  Yenni  and  James  W.  Chrardy  for  the  appellant, 
argued  that  the  defendants  voluntarily  submitted  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  by  appearing  and  putting  in  an  answer, 
setting  up  no  defence  of  want  of  jurisdiction,  nor  taking  ad- 
vantage of  it  by  motion.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  w^re 
intended  as  a  personal  privilege  to  the  defendants  not  to  be 
called  upon  to  litigate — ^fbr  acts  done  in  New  Jersey,  where 
they  were  incorporated — in  the  Fora  of  this  state ;  but  if  they 
waive  this  right,  and  submit  to  our  courts,  they  cannot  be 
allowed,  when  the  trial  is  called  on,  to  withdraw  that  submis- 
sion. 

The  whole  case  turns  upon  this  point :  Has  this  court  juris- 
diction over  the  subject  matter?  Kit  has,  then  a  want  of  juris- 
diction over  the  person  is  always  waived  by  a  general  appearance 
and  plea  to  the  action.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  court 
has  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter.  Suppose  the  railroad 
in  New  Jersey  had  been  owned  by  an  individual,  and  that  in- 
dividual living  in  the  city  of  New  York,  or,  what  is  stronger, 
living  in  New  Jersey,  and  on  being  served  with  process  appears 
and  pleads  to  the  action,  would  there  be  any  doubt  that  this 
court  could  try  such  a  cause  and  pass  judgment  and  execution  ? 
Make  the  case  stronger  still:  suppose  the  road  owned  by  a 
citizen  of  New  Jersey,  and  only  transiently  here,  and  served 
with  process,  could  he  plead  (this  being  a  court  of  general  juris- 
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diction,)  that  this  court  had  no  jurisdiction  over  an  action  of 
trespass  to  personal  property,  committed  in  New  Jersey  ?  The 
Code  or  statutes  which  organize  the  Common  Pleas^  do  not  de- 
prive the  court  of  jurisdiction,  because  the  defendant  is  a  non- 
resident of  this  state,  if  he  is  found  within  it  so  as  to  be  served 
with  process. 

Want  of  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  cannot  be  waived 
by  consent,  but  want  of  jurisdiction  over  the  person  is  waived 
by  a  general  voluntary  appearance.  Martyn  v.  Fabriques^  2 
Smith's  L.  Cases  (Hare  &  Wallace's  ed.,)  765  and  notes.  A 
corporation  can  be  sued  just  like  an  individual,  except  where 
the  statute  denies  jurisdiction  over  them.  Marshall  v.  Baltimore 
and  Ohio  RR.  Co,,  16  How.  (TJ.  S.)  R  327. 

This  action  is  for  injury  by  collision,  destroying  cattle;  and 
the  defendants  appear  and  answer  to  the  merits,  and  take  no  ex- 
ception to  jurisdiction  in  their  answer. 

A  voluntary  appearance  of  a  corporation  gives  jurisdiction 
against  a  foreign  corporation,  the  same  as  against  an  individoaL 
4  How.  Pr.  R  275,  415 ;  5  How.  Pr.  R  183. 

In  the  case  of  the  Bajik  of  Commerce  of  Boston  v.  The  Wew/i- 
v^gion  RR.  (h.  of  Vermont  (10  How.  Pr.  B.  8,)  Judge  ^A^^) 
takes  up  all  the  sections  of  the  Code  in  reference  to  sueing 
foreign  corporations,  and  shows  that  when  they  are  properly  in 
court,  a  general  judgment  in  personam  is  got  against  them,  tlic 
same  as  against  any  individual — and  he  intimates  that  section 
134,  sub.  1 — 135  of  the  Code  (amendments  1851) — enlarges  sec- 
tion 427,  sub.  1,  of  the  Code,  and  allows  a  general  action  to  be 
brought  in  this  state  against  a  foreign  corporation,  where  it  has 
property  in  this  state ;  thus  giving  jurisdiction  over  foreign  co^ 
porations,  if  any  one  of  these  three  things  exist:  1st.  If  the 
plaintiff  is  a  resident  of  this  state.  2d.  K  (the  plaintiff  residing 
anywhere)  the  cause  of  action  accrued  in  this  state.  3d.  If  tbe 
corporation  has  property  in  this  state  (no  matter  where  the  plain- 
tiff resides.)  Our  complaint  is  based  on  that  amendment  pre- 
cisely ;  for  it  does  not  base  its  jurisdiction  either  upon  the  plain- 
tiff being  a  resident,  or  upon  the  cause  of  action  having  acciiied 
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here,  bat  that  the  defendants  had  an  office  of  business  and  prop- 
erty within  the  city,  county  and  state  of  New  York.  This  de- 
cision of  Judge  Hand  was  affirmed  at  general  term. 

In  Boies  v.  The  New  Orleans  RR.  Co.  (18  How.  Pr.  R.  519,)  it 
is  intimated  and  conceded  that  a  voluntary  appearance  gives 
jurisdiction  in  a  case  where  the  court  has  not  jurisdiction ;  and 
by  section  1S9  of  the  Code,  a  voluntary  appearance  is  equivalent 
to  a  personal  service  of  the  summons ;  and  the  note  to  that 
section  contains  a  number  of  cases,  to  show  that  a  voluntary  and 
general  appearance,  besides  being  equivalent  to  a  personal  ser- 
vice of  the  summons,  is  a  waiver  of  all  defects  in  the  summons 
or  previous  proceedings. 

Dix  V.  Palmer^  5  How.  Pr.  R  238.  By  appearing,  the  defend- 
ants admit  themselves  to  be  regularly  in  court ;  and,  upon  the 
question  that  appearance  waives  objections  to  the  jurisdiction, 
see  Sperry  v.  The  Mayor ^  Jkc.^  (1  E.  D.  Smith's  R  851) ;  Monteiih 
V.  Caet,  (1  E.  D.  Smith's  R.  412) ;  Andrews  v.  Sharp,  (1  E.  D. 
Smith's  R.  615 ;  and  2  E.  D.  Smith's  R  22.)  Though  consent 
will  not  give  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter,  it  will  over  the 
person.  Now  the  Common  Pleas  has  jurisdiction  over  the  sub- 
ject matter.  It  can  try  injuries  done  by  railroads — and  done  in 
a  foreign  state,  if  the  owners  of  the  railroad  are  individuals.  It 
13,  therefore,  only  a  question  of  jurisdiction  over  the  person  oi 
the  defendants.  SpavJding  v.  The  Hudson  Manufacturing  Co,  (2 
E.  D.  Smith's  R  88,)  is  a  case  in  point — of  a  suit  in  a  justice's 
court  against  a  foreign  corporation  in  New  Jersey.  Snyder  v. 
Goodrich,  2  E.  D.  Smith's  R  84 :  The  parties,  plaintiflF  and  de- 
fendant,  were  both  non-resident.  They  appeared  and  plead  to 
the  merits,  and  no  objection  was  taken.  It  was  held,  that 
the  court  had  no  jurisdiction,  because  the  statute  expressly 
declares  that  a  judgment  in  such  a  case  shall  be  utterly  void. 
These  two  cases  look  against  us,  but  they  are  not  They  were 
so  decided  because  the  statute  expressly  declares  the  judg- 
ments void.  Smitli  v.  Dipeer,  2  Code  R.  70 :  Judge  Daly  de- 
cides, "consent  gives  jurisdiction  over  the  person."  Hulbert  v. 
The  Hope  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  2  Code  R  148  :    A  voluntary  ap- 
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pearance  gives  the  court  jurisdiction  over  a  foreign  corporatio; 
so  as  to  liave  a  judgment  in  personam.  Otherwise,  it  is  only  a 
proceeding  in  rem  against  property  in  this  state  attached;  and 
Brewster  v.  Michigan  RR,  Co,  (3  Code  R.  215,)  lays  down  the 
same  principle.  In  1  Sandford's  S.  C.  R  19,  it  was  decided  that 
consent  gives  jurisdiction,  unless  the  court  is  prohibited  from 
taking  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter;  and  in  Smith  v.. 
Elder  (8  Johns.  K.  105,)  it  was  held  that  an  appearance  gives 
jurisdiction  over  a  suit  which  could  only  be  otherwise  tried  in  a 
foreign  country ;  and,  to  conclude,  Seymour  v.  Judd  (2  Comst. 
4()7),  shows  that  consent  waives  most  important  wants  of  juris- 
diction. 

£dgar  S.  Van  Wiiikle^  for  the  respondent,  argued : 
I.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  is  composed  of  two  branches— 
1.  Jurisdiction  of  the  person  or  party.  2.  Jurisdiction  of  the 
subject  matter.  The  first  is  barred  by  the  privilege  or  exemp- 
tion of  the  part}';  the  second,  by  tlie  authority  or  constitution 
of  the  court  itself.  The  first,  being  a  privilege,  may  be  waived 
by  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  exists;  the  second,  being  a  re- 
striction on  the  power  of  the  court  itself,  can  never  be  extend 
ed :  Hence  the  two  maxims  of  law — 1.  A  person  can  waive  a 
personal  privilege,  and  2.  Consent  cannot  confer  jurisdiction. 
Thus,  for  example,  1.  The  process  of  a  court  cannot  run  into  a 
foreign  country ;  yet,  if  a  party  receiving  it  there  choose  to  ap- 
pear, the  court  will  have  jurisdiction  of  his  cause.  2.  The  state 
courts  Lave  no  jurisdiction  of  suits  for  infringements  of  patents, 
so  that  if  a  defendant  ap()ear  in  such  a  suit  in  a  state  court,  and 
plead  to  the  merits,  he  may  afterwards,  on  writ  of  error,  raise 
the  question  of  jurisdiction;  and  even  a  judgment  obtained  in 
such  suit  can  be  impeached  and  held  null  at  any  time.  Again: 
Foreign  consuls  can  only  be  sued  in  the  federal  courts,  yet  if 
they  appear  in  state  courts,  and  do  not  claim  their  exemption, 
the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.  Or,  justices  of  the 
peace  cannot  try  any  suit  in  which  the  title  to  land  comes  in 
question,  and  a  judgment  given  in  such  case  will  be  void, 
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although  the  parties  permitted  judgment  without  raising  the 
question. 

II.  In  the  present  case,  the  court  confessedly  would  have  had 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  if  the  objection  had  been 
taken  bv  answer,  or  plea  to  the  jurisdiction.  It  is  a  suit  against 
a  foreign  corporation  by  a  non-resident,  and  is  not  founded  on 
contract,  and  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case. 
Code  of  Procedure,  §  33,  sub.  3,  §  427.  The  policy  of  the  law 
has  excluded  such  claims  from  our  tribunals. 

III.  Nor  can  any  consent  or  silence  help  the  jurisdiction  ot 
the  court,  for  the  restriction  is  on  the  authority  of  the  court 
itself,  and  the  objection  is  one  which  can  be  taken  at  any  time. 
Ec  parte  Bownutriy  4  Cranch,  75  ;  Doe  ex  dem.  State  of  New  Jer- 
sey V.  Bubcockj  4  Wash.  C.  C.  R.  344 ;  Ketchum  v.  Sullivan  et  al.^ 
4  Wash.  C.  C.  R.  4;  Wood  v.  Mann,  1  Summer  C.  C.  R  587. 
If  an  inferior  court  have  not  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter^ 
it  will  be  a  ground  of  non-suit  at  the  trial.  1  T.  R.  151.  And 
if  there  be  a  total  want  of  jurisdiction,  in  any  of  the  courts  oi 
England  the  matter  may  be  pleaded  in  bar,  or  given  in  evidence 
under  the  general  issue,  even  in  an  action  in  the  superior  courts 
at  Westminster.  1  Chitty  PI.  379  n.  b.,  881 ;  6  East,  583 ;  1 
East,  852 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Title  Pleas,  E.  1 ;  4  T.  R.  503.  Consent 
cannot  confer  jurisdiction,  although  it  may  cure  an  irregularity 
in  process,  or  render  valid  an  irregular  process.  Coffin  v.  Tracy^ 
8  Caine's  R  129 ;  David  v.  Packard,  6  Peters,  276 ;  Ovei-street 
V.  Brown,  4  McCord's  R.  79;  Dudley  v.  ifayhew,  3  Comst.  R.  9; 
Burckle  v.  Eckhart,  8  Comst.  R  132;  CarroU  et  al  v.  Doi-sey 
et  al,  20  How.  (U.  S.)  Rep.  204 ;  United  States  v.  Yale  et  al, 
6  id.  605;  United  SUUes  v.  Curry,  6  id.  106;  Buckingham  et  al 
V.  McLean  et  al,  13  id.  150;  3  Cow.  &  Hill's  Phil,  on  Evid. 
1024,  1025,  and  cases  cited;  Striker  y.  Moti,  6  Wend.  465; 
Preston  v.  Boston,  12  Pick.  7;  The  State  v.  Turner^  1  Wright's 
(O.)  R  20,  88. 

IV.  The  following  are  all  cases  of  questions  of  regularity, 
when  defendant's  voluntary  appearance  was  held  to  preclude 
him  from  questioning  the  jurisdiction.    Smith  v.  Dipeer,  2  C.  R 
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70,  was  a  case  of  irregular  service  of  process.  -Kr&y  v.  WinA' 
ell,  7  Cow.  366,  was  an  irregularity  in  the  teste  of  the  capias, 
Wright  v.  Jeffrey,  6  Cow.  15.  The  capias  was  returnable  oa 
Sunday,  and  without  knowing  the  fact  the  defendant  had  put  in 
special  bail,  and  was  held  to  be  concluded.  See,  also.  Smith  y. 
Elder,  3  Johns.  105 ;  Cook  v.  Ckamplain  Trans.  Co.,  1  Denio,  91 ; 
Cowen's  Treatise  (4  ed.)  38,  39. 

By  the  Court,  Brady,  J. — The  Code,  by  section  38,  subdi- 
vision 8,  defines  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
over  actions  against  foreign  corporations,  and  confers  it  only 
where  the  action  is  for  a  debt  or  damages,  whether  liquidated  or 
not,  arising  upon  contract  made,  executed,  or  delivered  in  this 
state,  or  where  the  cause  of  action  arises  therein.  Section  427 
provides  that  an  action  may  be  commenced  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  the  Superior  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
by  a  resident  of  this  state,  for  any  cause  of  action,  lind  by  a  plaia- 
tiff  not  a  resident,  when  the  cause  of  action  shall  arise,  or  the 
subject  of  the  action  shall  be  situate,  within  this  state.  To  enable 
a  non-resident  plaintiff  to  maintain  an  action,  therefore,  in  this 
court  against  a  foreign  coq^oration,  one  of  three  requisites  at 
least  must  appear :  1.  That  the  action  is  upon  a  contract  made, 
executed,  or  delivered  in  this  state ;  or,  2.  That  the  cause  of  action 
shall  have  arisen  in  this  state ;  or,  3.  That  the  subject  of  the 
action  shall  be  situate  within  this  state.  Here  none  of  these 
requisites  exist.  The  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident,  and  the  cause  of 
action  arose  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey.  He  has,  therefore,  no 
status  in  this  court,  and  his  action  cannot  be  entertained. 

It  was  urged  on  the  argument  that  the  defendant  having  ap- 
peared and  answered  without  raising  any  objection  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  and  the  court  having  jurisdiction  of  cases 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  injunes  done  by  railroad  com- 
panies, the  question  was  one  which  related  to  the  person  and  not 
to  the  subject  matter.  The  answer  to  this  proposition  is,  that  the 
statute  has  declared  in  effect  that  the  court  shall  not  have  juris- 
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dictions  of  Buch  actions  against  a  foreign  corporation,  unless  the 
plaintiff  resides  in  this  state  or  the  cause  of  action  arose  therein. 
It  has  jurisdiction  of  all  actions  between  individuals  for  injuries 
inflicted,  without  regard  to  the  residence,  when  the  defendant  is 
personally  served  with  process  within  the  city  of  New  York,  but 
against  foreign  corporations  only  in  the  cases  specified.  The 
objection,  therefore,  urged  by  the  defendants  does  not  present  a 
question  of  jurisdiction  over  the  person.  We  have  decided  that 
a  defendant,  by  appearing  and  pleading  to  the  merits,  waives  all 
objections  of  jurisdiction  to  the  person,  but  not  to  the  subject 
matter.  Hogan  v.  Baker^  2  E.  D.  Smith,  22 ;  Paulding  v.  Hudson 
Manujaclunng  Co.<t  ibid.  38.  And  the  Court  of  Appeals  have 
decided  that  no  assent  by  the  parties  can  confer  jurisdiction  or 
render  the  judgment  of  a  tribunal  effectual,  in  a  matter  over 
which  it  has  not  by  law  jurisdiction.  Dudley  v.  Afahew^  3  Comst. 
12 ;  Burckle  v.  JEkkhart,  ibid,  182 ;  see,  also.  Coffin  v.  Tracy^  8 
Caine's  Rep.  129 ;  Davis  v.  Packard,  7  Peters,  276  ;  U.  H.  v. 
Tab  et  al,  6  How.  (U.  S.)  R.  606 ;   U.S.  v.  Curry,  ibid.  106. 

In  Dudley  v.  Mayhew  {supra^)  the  objection  to  the  jurisdiction 
was  first  interposed  by  plea,  but  subsequentiy  withdrawn  and  a 
stipulation  given  not  to  raise  it  further;  but  as  consent  could  not 
give  jurisdiction,  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  was  reversed. 

Judgment  afiSrmed. 


RuFUS  E.  Crane  v.  Joel  Holcomb. 

In  aQ  actiozii  for  the  recovery  of  mon^,  unless  the  plalnUff  reooven  $50  or  more, 
the  defendant  Is  entitled  to  costs,  of  course. 

In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  for  $760,  a  set-ofl^  or  counter  daimi  exceed- 
ing that  amount>  was  interposed  as  a  defoooe.  The  plaintiff  recorered  but  $26. 
Edit 

I.  That  his  nght  to  costs  was  not  determined  by  his  being  the  preyaillng  party  in 
the  suit^  but  was  dependent  upon  the  actual  amount  recovered. 

IL  His  recovery  being  under  $50^  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  costa 
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III.  That  a  judgment  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  his  •osti^  after  deduct 

ing  the  sum  foond  dae  the  plaintiff,  was  regular. 
The  case  of  KaSb  y.  Ugnoi,  (3  Abbott  P.  R.  190),  comira^  disapproyod. 

Appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term,  denying  a  mo- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  vacate  a  judgment  entered  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  for  his  costs,  as  adjusted,  after  deducting 
therefrom  the  amount  reported  by  the  referee  as  due  the  plain 
tiff  in  the  action. 

The  £tcts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  following  opinion  of  the 
judge  who  heard  the  motion  at  special  term,  May  8,  1858. 

Hilton,  J. — ^The  plaintiff  sued  as  indorser  and  holder  of  a 
promissory  note  made  by  the  defendant  The  answer  set  up  a 
counter  claim  against  the  payee  while  he  was  the  holder  of  the 
note,  and  alleged  that  it  came  to  the  plaintiff's  possesion  after 
maturity,  and  subject  thereto.  On  the  trial  before  the  referee, 
the  greater  part  of  the  counter  claim  was  allowed,  and  the  plain- 
tiff recovered  but  $26.84.  The  report  awarding  this  sum  hav- 
ing been  taken  up  by  the  defendant  and  filed,  the  clerk  adjusted 
the  defendant's  costs  at  $121.16,  and  after  deducting  the  sum 
found  due  the  plaintiff,  judgment  was  entered  against  him  for 
the  balance  of  $94.27  in  &vor  of  the  defendant  The  plaintiff 
moves  to  vacate  and  set  aside  this  judgment  upon  the  ground 
that  he  was  the  prevailing  party  at  the  trial,  and,  therefore,  no 
costs  or  judgment  in  the  action  can  be  recovered  or  entered 
against  him. 

In  support  of  this  view  he  refers  to  the  decision  in  Kdlh  v. 
Lignot^  8  Abbott  P.  R  190,  which  certainly  goes  to  the  extent 
of  declaring,  in  a  case  similar  to  this,  that  as  the  defendant  was 
not  the  prevailing  party  within  the  meaning  of  section  803  of 
the  Code,  he,  therefore,  could  not  recover  costs. 

Although  the  opinions  of  the  learned  judges  in  the  case  cited 
are  entitled  to  great  respect  and  consideration,  yet^  after  a  care- 
ful perusal  of  sections  803,  804,  305  of  the  Code,  I  cannot 
agree  with  them  in  the  views  expressed  in  the  decision  referred 
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to.  Section  303,  after  repealing  all  statutes  establishing  or  regu- 
lating costs  or  fees  of  attorneys  and  counsel  in  civil  actions,  de- 
clares that  there  may  be  allowed  to  the  prevailing  party,  upon 
the  judgment,  certain  sums  by  way  of  indemnity  for  his  expenses 
in  the  action.  In  no  proper  sense  can  language  of  this  kind 
be  said  to  control  the  positive  and  mandatory  character  of  the 
two  following  sections.  By  §  304,  "  Costs  shall  be  allowed,  ot 
course,  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  a  recovery  in  the  following  cases." 

Sub.  4.  "In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money  where  the 
plaintiff  shall  recover  fifty  dollars,  or  more." 

The  plaintiff's  right  to  costs,  "  of  course,"  is  not  dependent 
merely  upon  his  being  the  prevailing  party,  but  rests  entirely 
upon  the  &ct  whether,  in  an  action  falling  within  the  subdi- 
vision referred  to,  he  recovers  "  fifty  dollars  or  more."  In  this 
case,  the  recovery  being  under  $50,  it  is  very  clear  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  costs ;  and  as  §  305  provides  that 
''  costs  shaU  be  allowed,  of  course,  to  the  defendant  in  the  ac- 
tions mentioned  in  the  last  section,  unless  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  costs  therein,"  it  seems  to  me  equally  clear  that  the 
judgment  in  this  action,  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  was  properly 
entered,  and  the  motion  to  vacate  it  must  be  denied. 

The  plaintiff  appealed  from  the  order  entered  upon  this  de- 
cision, to  the  general  term, 

Richard  M.  Harrington^  for  the  appellant. 
,  for  the  respondent 

Brady,  J. — In  addition  to  the  opinion  of  Judge  Hilton  at 
special  term,  it  is  only  necessary  to  say,  that  this  is  not  a  case  of 
-which  a  justice  would  have  no  jurisdiction  under  section  54  of 
the  Code. 

1st  It  is  not  a  matter  of  account  between  the  parties.  The 
defendant  had  no  daim  against  the  plaintiff  He  had  a  claim 
against  the  payee  of  the  note  sued  upon,  and  the  note,  having 
been  transferred  after  maturity,  was  taken  by  the  plaintiff  sub- 
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ject  to  equities  existing  in  fiivor  of  the  maker,  who  is  the  de- 
fendant 

2d.  It  is  not  a  case  where  the  recovery  exceeds  the  sum  of 
two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  The  first  subdivision  of  the  tbird 
section  of  the  Act  to  reduce  the  several  acts  relating  to  the  dis- 
trict courts  into  one  act,  passed  April  13,  1857  (Laws  1857, 
vol.  1,  p.  707),  confers  jurisdiction  upon  the  district  courts,  in  a 
matter  of  account,  where  the  recovery  does  not  exceed  $250, 
'^  notwithstanding  the  accounts  of  both  parties  may  exceed 
$400."  The  jurisdiction  is  based  upon  the  sum  leoovered.  Tho 
sum  recovered  here  is  $26.84. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — As  the  plainti£^  by  the  4th  subdivisicm 
of  the  304th  section,  is  not  entitled  to  costs,  it  follows,  in  mj 
judgment,  as  a  matter  of  course,  from  the  305th  sectioOi  that  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  costs.  The  4th  subdivision  of  section 
304  declares,  in  effect,  that  the  prevailing  party  shall  not  recover 
costs  in  actions  for  the  recovery  of  money,  unless  he  recover 
fifty  dollars  or  more,  and  the  next  section,  805,  provides  that  it 
in  such  an  action  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  costs,  that  costs 
shall  be  allowed  to  the  defendant  These  two  sections  are  dear 
and  explicit,  and  are  not  controlled  by  anything  contained  in 
section  303. 

Order  appealed  from  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Jules  Vantrot  v.  Jacob  McCulloch  and  William 

McIntosh. 

The  holder  of  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  on  demand,  when  he  aeeki  to  chaige  tiM 
drawer,  is  bound  to  show  it  to  have  been  presented  for  pajrment  within  a  ream* 
able  time,  or  that  the  drawer  has  sustained  no  injury  by  the  delay. 

What  is  a  reasonable  time  within  which  the  presentment  should  have  been  midflb 
is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court,  to  be  determined  by  the  drcumstanoeB  of  each 
particular  case. 

A  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  at  WellesvUle^  Ohio,  on  parties  in  New  Yock,  was  retained 


NEW  YOEK— FEBllUARY,  1859.  278 


Yantrot  t.  McCulloch. 


hj  the  payee  nine  or  ten  dajs  before  being  sent  on  for  presentment    When  pre- 
sented, the  drawees  having:  failed  two  days  previous,  pajrment  was  refnsod. 
mdd,  that  the  delay  was  unreasonable,  no  special  circumstancoe  being  shown  to 
excuse  it^  and  the  drawers  were  therefore  discharged. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  tlie  District  Court  for  the  first  ju- 
dicial district.  The  action  was  brought  on  a  draft  or  bill  of  ex- 
change, drawn  by  defendants  at  "Wellesville,  Ohio,  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  a  resident  of  Ohio,  on  Atwood  k  Co.  of  New  York.  It 
appeared  that  the  pkintifF  had  retained  the  bill  some  nine  or  ten 
days  before  sending  it  on  to  be  presented.  It  was  finally  pre- 
sented to  the  drawees,  but  they  had  failed  two  days  before  the 
presentment,  and  payment  was  therefore  refused.  The  justice 
rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  defendants  appealed. 

The  principal  question  discussed  on  the  appeal  was,  whether 
there  had  been  such  a  delay  in  the  presentment  of  the  draft  as 
would  discharge  the  drawers. 

WiBiam  Stanley,  for  the  appellant. 

The  plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of  laches,  and  has  thereby  made 
the  check  his  own.  lie  should  have  forwarded  it  to  his  corres- 
pondent in  New  York  the  day  after  he  received  it,  at  furthest ; 
and  it  should  have  been  presented  to  the  drawees  the  day  after 
it  arrived  in  New  York,  at  the  furthest  The  authorities  are 
uniform  to  this  effect  Buckingham  v.  Oower,  Holt  N.  P. 
313,  n. ;  Maule  v.  Brown,  4  Bingh.  N.  R  266;  Alexander  v. 
Burckfield,  7  Mann.  &  Gr.  1061 ;  Mohawk  Bank  v.  Broderick,  10 
Wend.  304 ;  18  id.  188 ;  Qaugh  v.  Stoats,  18  Wend.  549 ;  SmiiJi 
v.  Janes,  20  Wend.  192 ;  Veazie  Bank  v.  Winn,  40  Maine,  60 ; 
By  lea  on  Bills,  (7  ed.),  18. 

Lyman  Ahbott,  for  the  respondent  The  following  cases  fully 
sustain  the  justice  in  his  holding  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  de- 
layed an  unreasonable  time  in  presenting  the  bill.  Aymar  v^ 
Beers,  7  Cow.  705 ;  Vredand  v.  Hall,  2  Hall,  429  ;  Bobinson  v. 
Ames,  20  Johns.  146 ;  Gowen  v.  Jackson,  20  Johns.  176 ;  Brower  v. 
Janes,  8  Johns.  230 ;  Sice  v.  Cunningham,  1  Cow.  897 ;  Mohawk 
Bank  V.  Broderick,  10  Wend.  304. 

Vol.  n.  13 
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By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — ^I'he  defendants  are  sued  as 
drawers  of  a  draft  or  bill  of  exchatige,  dated  August  14, 1857, 
at  Wellesville,  in  the  state  of  Ohio,  upon  Atwood  &  Co.  of  this 
city,  payable  on  demand  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff,  by  whom 
it  appears  to  have  been  retained  nine  or  ten  days,  and  then  sent 
on  by  him  for  collection.  It  was  presented  to  the  drawees  for 
payment  on  August  31st,  and  payment  refused,  they  having 
failed  and  stopped  payment  on  the  29th,  with  more  than  suffi- 
cient funds  of  the  drawers  in  their  hands  to  pay  it,  had  it  been 
presented  prior  to  their  failure.  Both  parties  reside  in  Ohio, 
.about  400  miles  distant  from  this  city,  and  between  which  and 
their  respective  places  of  residence  there  is  a  daily  mail. 

Upon  these  facts  the  justice  of  the  first  district  gave  jadg- 
mcnt  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants  appeal  on  the  ground 
that  they  are  discharged  from  liability  upon  the  draft  by  the 
unreasonable  delay  of  the  plaintiff  in  presenting  it  for  payment 

By  an  inspection  of  the  indorsements  upon  the  bill,  it  might 
be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  upon  the  point, 
that  it  had  been  negotiated  bj'  the  plaintiff  before  presentation; 
but  any  such  presumption  seems  to  be  repelled  by  the  proof  that 
the  plaintiff  had  forwarded  it  for  collection. 

The  object  for  which  the  bill  was  drawn  or  purchased,  or  the 
condition  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  its  purchase,  or  since, 
does  not  appear,  nor  is  any  explanation  given,  or  excusing  cir- 
cumstances disclosed,  in  respect  to  the  delay  in  demanding  pay- 
ment, and  therefore  the  naked  question  presented  for  our  deter- 
mination is,  whether  there  has  been  such  an  unreasonable  delay 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  demanding  jmyment,  as,  when 
unexplained,  should  exonerate  the  defendants  from  liability  ? 

It  has  long  been  settled  law,  that  a  holder  of  a  bill  payable  on 
demand,  when  he  seeks  to  charge  the  drawer,  is  bound  to  show 
it  to  have  been  presented  for  payment  within  a  reasonable  time, 
or  that  the  drawer  has  sustained  no  injury  by  the  delay.  Stoiy 
on  Bills,  §  825 ;  Kyd  on  Bills,  120 ;  Bayley  on  Bills,  220 ;  Byles 
on  Bills,  152  ;  8  Kent's  Com.  91 ;  Parsons'  Mer.  Law,  90 ;  Ei- 
wards  on  Prom.  Notes,  392 ;   Commem'td  Bank  v.  IIujh:s^  17 
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Wend.  94 ;  Mohawk  Bank  v.  Broderick,  10  id.  804 ;  LiUh  v.  The 
Phoenix  Bankj  2  Hill,  425 ;  S.  C.  affinnecl,  7  id.  359 ;  KeUey  v. 
Mayor  of  Brooklyn,  4  id.  268 ;  Fry  v.  Hill,  7  Taunton,  396 ; 
Robinson  y.  Hawksford,  9  Adol.  &  Ellis,  52.  And  what  is  a  rea- 
sonable time  within  which  the  presentment  should  have  been 
made,  is,  whenever  the  point  arises,  a  question  of  law  for  the 
court,  to  be  determined  by  the  circumstances  of  each  particular 
case.  Furman  v.  Haskin,  2  Caines,  369  ;  Robinson  v.  ATnes,  20 
John.  146 ;  Qowan  v.  Jackson,  id.  176 ;  Sice  v.  Cunningham,  1 
Cowen,  897 ;  Aymar  v.  Beers,  7  id.  705 ;  Vi-etlmd  v.  Hyde,  2 
Hall  S.  a  R  429 ;  Harker  v.  Anderson,  21  Wend.  372 ;  Ed- 
wards on  Bills  and  Notes,  891. 

Here  the  plaintiff  has  shown  no  excusing  circumstances  what 
ever  for  his  delay  in  not  making  tlie  demand  prior  to  the  £iilure 
of  the  drawees^  which  occurred  fifteen  days  after  he  received  the 
bill,  affording  a  space  of  time  much  more  than  sufficient  or  ne- 
cessary to  have  had  it  forwarded  to  this  city  and  presented  for 
payment  The  delay  was  therefore  unreasonable,  and  the  de- 
fendants should  not  be  held  responsible  for  the  consequences  of 
such  iinezcused  neglect  By  it  they  were  exonerated  from  lia* 
bility,  and  the  judgment  of  the  justice  was  erroneous. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Martin  and  Frederick  Maas  v.  Henrt  and  Edward 

Goodman. 

A  general  aangnee  Ibr  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  an  inaolrent  is  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  purchaser  for  a  yalnable  consideration,  in  respect  to  the  property 
aflsignedf  bat  hdlds  It  subject  to  the  same  equities  which  existed  against  it  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  ossignmont 

Tn  an  action  brought  bj  him  to  recorer  a  debt  thus  assigned,  any  8etK>fr  is  available 
aa  a  defenoe  which  miglit  have  been  interposed  had  tlie  suit  been  brought  hi  the 
name  of  the  assignor,  and  whatever  would  be  a  valid  defenoe  against  the  claim 
in  the  hands  of  the  assignor,  is  equally  so  to  an  action  by  the  assignee. 
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Where  a  suit  was  brought  bj  the  general  aanignees  of  aa  inaolvent  firm  ftir  goodi 
sold  ufion  a  credit,  to  the  defendants  by  the  firm,  prior  to  tlie  aasigDmen^  tDd  it 
appeared  that  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  the  defendants  beJd  a  note  of  tke 
firm  maturing  before  the  credit  upon  whidi  the  goods  were  sold,  expired;  B^ 

I.  That  the  assignee  was  not  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  oomndexation  of  the  diim 
sued  upon,  and  therefore  succeeded  only  to  the  rights  of  the  insolvent  angnon. 

IL  That  the  note  thus  held  by  the  defendants  constituted  a  valid  set-off  agaiart  the 
demand  in  suit 

The  case  (^  Keep  v.  Lard  (2  Duer,  78,)  examined  and  disapproved. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  given  at  the 
special  term.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered  by  Strauss  &  Emanuel  Brothers,  on  September  Ist^ 
1857,  to  the  defendants,  upon  a  credit  of  six  months.  At  the 
time  of  the  sale  the  defendants  held  a  note  of  Strauss  k  Emanoel 
Brothers,  having  about  three  months  to  run,  for  an  amount  ex- 
ceeding the  price  of  the  goods  purchased.  On  September  12111, 
1857,  Strauss  &  Emanuel  Brothers,  being  insolvent,  made  a  gen- 
eral assignment  of  their  property  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  to 
the  plaintiiTs,  who  as  such  assignees  commenced  this  suit  in  Marcli} 
1859,  after  the  credit  upon  whicb  tbe  goods  were  sold  had  ex- 
pired. The  note  held  by  the  defendants  then  being  due,  they  set 
it  up  in  their  answer  as  a  set-off  against  tbo  claim  for  the  price 
of  the  goods.  At  the  trial,  the  presiding  judgt^  excluded  the 
set-oft)  and  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount 
claimed.     The  defendants  appealed. 

Israel  T.  Williams^  for  the  appellant. 

I.  The  Code  (§  112,)  provides  that  assignees  shall  take  subject 
to  any  set-off  that  existed  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  or  at 
the  time  notice  of  the  assignment  is  brought  home  to  the  defend- 
ant. This  provision,  however,  refers  to  assignees  who  purchase 
in  good  faith  for  value,  and  without  notice.  This  appeais  from 
the  reading  of  the  section  itself;  from  the  provision  in  reference 
to  notico,  from  the  exception  as  to  negotiable  paper,  and  from 
the  provision  that  even  in  case  of  negotiable  paper  the  transfer 
must  be  made  in  good  faith,  upon  good  consideration,  and  be- 
fore maturity.    It  is  a  universal  principle  of  law  that  a  transferee 
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of  any  property  whatsoever,  with  full  notice  of  the  facts,  stands 
in  every  possible  respect  in  the  shoes  of  the  assignor. 

IT.  To  understand  the  case  now  before  the  court,  it  is  necessary 
to  inquire  :  1.  ITad  the  action  been  brought  by  the  assignor  (no 
assignment  having  ever  taken  place,)  could  the  note  oflereJ  on 
the  trial  have  been  set  off  agjiinst  the  plaintiff's  claim?  That  it 
3ould  have  been,  will  be  scon  from  the  following  facts,  which 
Tistiiictly  appear  in  the  case  :  The  note  (which  bears  date  Feb- 
ruary 24,  I'rJST)  was  l)ouglit  by  the  defendants  on  the  Slst  day  of 
August,  1857.  The  goods  for  which  the  action  is  brought  were 
sold  by  the  assignor  to  the  defendants  on  the  1st  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1857.  The  note  fell  due  December  27,  1857.  The  claim 
DU  which  the  suit  was  brought  fell  due  March  1, 1858.  2.  Does 
the  assignee  take  any  higher,  different  or  other  rights  by  virtue 
Df  the  assignment  than  the  assignor  had,  or  could  have  had,  had 
the  assignment  not  been  made  ?  That  he  does  not,  will  appear 
Trorn  the  following  facts  and  considerations :  The  assignment 
was  general,  conveying  all  the  propert}-  of  the  assignors,  includ- 
ing the  demand  in  the  complaint  ref  .rred  to,  to  the  assignee,  in 
Irust  for  the  benefit  of  tlie  creditors  of  the  assignors.  Such  geu- 
2ral  assignee  takes  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  claim,  but  is  in- 
vested in  equity  only  witli  a  power,  trust  or  agency,  to  take  the 
property  of  the  assignor,  convert  it  into  money,  and  distribute 
ihe  money  as  directed  by  the  assignor,  in  the  deed  of  trust  or 
[ower,  among  the  creditors  of  the  assignor.  11  Barb.  471 ;  18 
Barb.  409.  All  this  is  to  be  done  by  the  assignee  for  the  benefit 
:>{  the  assignor ;  he  is  appointed  to  this  oflice  solely  by  the  as- 
signor— it  is  the  voluntary  act  of  the  assignor,  purpuing  his  own 
nterest,  and  executing  his  own  wishes,  without  consulting  with 
JT  being  influenced  by  his  creditors,  the  assignee,  or  any  other 
person.  The  assignee  takes  the  property  with  the  implied 
jromisQ^  and  charged  with  the  duty,  of  applying  it  to  the  use  of 
he  assignor.  In  tlio  discharge  of  his  duty,  he  applies  the  prop- 
■rty  to  the  use  of  the  assignor,  &s  truly  as  if  he  were  appointed 
m  agent,  or  sent  as  a  servant  with  money  in  his  hand  to  pay  a 
pecified  debt  of  his  principal  or  master.    See  Burrill  on  Assign- 
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ments,  438 ;  also  see  5  Watts  and  Serg.  145 ;  2  Iredell's  Equity, 
882;  11  Alabama,  880 ;  6  Johnson's  Ch.  437 ;  2  Paige,  567; 
11  Alabama,  1067;  5  Strobhart,  144;  3  Grattan,  73;  2  Barb. 
S.  C.  258 ;  5  13aiT,  877.  The  cases  of  Beckrviih  v.  The  Union 
Bank,  (5  Seld.  212),  Wait  v.  The  Mayor,  <fcc.,  (1  Sandf.  23),  and 
Stewart  v.  Wells,  (3  Barb.  40),  are  all  clearlj  distinguishable  from 
the  case  now  before  the  court. 

IIL  lliis  court,  in  the  exercise  of  equity  powers,  may  set 
off  a  sufficient  amount  of  the  note  to  cancel  the  plaintififs 
claim,  irrespective  of  any  statutory  provision,  and  ought  to  do 
so.  Laneshorough  v.  Joties,  1  P.  Will.  326 ;  Simpson  v.  Hart,  14 
Johns.  R.  63.  1.  The  defendant  is  entitled  in  this  action  to  the 
same  equitable  relief  that  he  would  be  entitled  to,  had  he  filed 
a  bill  for  relief  in  equity.  Marquat  v.  Marquat,  2  Kern.  336; 
Crary  v.  Ooodinan,  2  Kern.  266 ;  Sooseveli  v.  Bank  of  Niagara, 
1  Hopkins  R.  579.  2.  Whenever,  in  the  progress  of  any  suit, 
a  case  arises  for  the  application  of  equitable  principles,  this  court 
is  as  much  bound  to  apply  those  principles  for  the  relief  of  a 
party,  as  was  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  a  case  properly  cogniza- 
ble in  such  court,  where  such  relief  was  specifically  prayed  for. 
Giles  V.  Lyon,  admW,  etc.,  4  Comst  599 ;  Crary  v.  Ooodman,  2 
Kern.  266.  3.  Courts  of  law  always  had  and  exescised  the 
power  of  setting  off  judgments  against  each  other.  This  power 
before  the  Code  was  exercised  by  the  courts  of  equity  "  ex  gratia 
curice,'^  In  courts  of  law  it  was  "ex  dehito  justiiioey  Now  that 
both  jurisdictions  are  blended  in  one,  this  relief  may  be  asked 
as  a  favor  or  as  a  right,  as  the  case  may  require.  4.  The  as- 
signor is  shown  to  be  insolvent  The  plaintififs  whole  claim 
I'ests  upon  the  admission  of  this  fact,  for  otherwise  the  assign- 
ment would  be  void,  and  the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  the 
action  at  all. 

E,  F,  Brown,  for  the  respondents. 

Brady,  J.— The  case  of  Keep  v.  Lord,  (2  Duer,  78),  which 
was  not  cited  on  the  argument,  is  decisive  upon  the  questions 
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involved  in  this  appeal,  unless  it  be  held  that  the  plaintiff 
stands  in  precisely  the  same  condition  as  the  assignor,  or  in 
other  words,  unless  it  be  held  thut  this  is  an  action  in  effect 
by  the  assignor  himsel£  Judge  Uoswokth  has,  in  the  case 
referred  to,  fully  and  ably  reviewed  the  cases  bearing  upon 
the  doctrine  of  equitable  set-offs  submitted  on  this  appeal,  and 
lias  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  it  does  not  apply  in  such  a 
case  as  this.  lie  has  based  his  decision,  however,  upon  the 
ground,  among  others,  that  it  is  not  a  suit  between  the  assignor 
and  the  defendants,  but  between  the  assignee  and  the  defendants, 
treating  the  assignee  as  a  bo-na  fde  purchaser,  or  at  least  as  a 
person  who  could  not  be  affected  by  a  sctK)ff  which  would  be 
good  against  his  assignor.  And  herein,  in  my  judgment,  lies  the 
error  in  the  conclusion  at  which  he  arrived.  The  debt  in  the 
case  of  Keep  v.  ZorcZ,  set  up  by  the  defendant  as  a  set-of]^  became 
due  prior  to  the  debt  sued  upon,  and  such  is  the  case  here.  The 
defendant's  set-off  was  due  prior  to  the  claim  prosecuted  by  the 
plaintiff.  If  the  assignor  were  the  plaintiff,  the  set-off  would  be 
valid  under  the  statute,  and  such  would  have  been  the  case  if 
the  assignor  had  been  the  jJaintiff  in  Keep  v.  Lord.  In  that 
case,  however,  the  question  whether  the  assignee  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  is  a  bona  Jkle  purchaser,  or  can  be  regarded  as  other 
than  a  mere  representative  of  the  assignor,  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  considered.  It  seems  to  me,  on  principle,  that  he 
cannot  be  coni«idered  as  a  purchaser.  He  parts  with  nothing,  and 
the  cesiid  que  ti-usts  neither  yield  a  security  nor  give  a  new  con- 
sideration. Root  V,  French^  13  Wend.  570 ;  Coddingion  v.  liay^ 
20  John.  651 ;  Clark  v.  Flint,  22  Pick.  231.  He  is  the  agent  or 
trustee  appointed  to  gather  the  estate  of  the  assignor,  and  dis- 
tribute it  among  the  creditors  in  the  manner  directed  by  the 
assignment  He  takes  the  place  of  the  assignor  in  reference  to 
the  estate,  and  when  he  enforces  a  claim,  does  it  not  as  a  pur* 
chaser  innocent  or  bona  fde^  but  as  the  attorney  or  trustee  of 
the  assignor,  standing  in  his  place,  enforcing  his  rights  only,  and 
being  entirely  devoid  of  any  personal  or  private  interest  or  title. 
The  creditors  are  not  parties  to  the  deed  of  assignment    They 
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ar^  "r.d.'ir  r.r?  ir/.itrnti-'.T.  to  ccTif:-m  t:-  :i3  pro-^isicna  cr  accept r 
ber.efiri!  ani  a.'.  I^^tv-en  theTn  ar.d  the  rlainzi^  iere  is  neisher 
T^rTitv  of  o'.r.t.-ao*  rr-r  trlvitv  of  ^tate.  Tte  issianee  occirvinz 
th*  porti'ior;  ?tn*ed,  wha*.ev::r  -.vo-.M  ^e  a  'i-erenoe  agairist  Liias- 
aiTT.or,  '3^0"!''!  he  a  d-^fen'^e  a2!i:r..=t  hirn,  ir.i  the  existence  of  a 
''l':r.'jAn^5  i.'i  favor  of  t>:c  ''kf^n  lant;,  d'le  a:  the  ti:ne  the  debt 
TTi:;t-ip^;'i  ri:'air:=t  him.  xoi!  1  he  a  3et-:ff  Tz-i-rr  the  5uiri:<?.  I 
oor.a.i'Icr  th-';  f/ilo-s-ir.^casf-s  i!l'Li?tra:iv-2  of  :heri:e  that  a  zer-ers! 
a.^f.i;/:!':'':  of  a  !f:htor  in  filling  circ'irr.stancts  5tar.'l3  in  rreciielj 

A!a.  ?:^o ;  ^'/ir/;  t.  /''Yr.i,  22  Pick.  231 :  Knz^dts  v.  Zo-i  4  ^raar. 
r/;7  ;  Ij^irJyrrJtnrk  v.  Brftnizfrr^fiAftin^  5  W.  i  Serg.  149  :  Zw"  v.  B> 
nnfft,  2  Barh.  S.  C.  47o:  /r*  rf  //b»r-r,  1  Pa:g«-.  12S :  Hajj^tJj  v.  Pi- 
rt/r,  C  J'.hn.='.  C.  R.  437  :  P/fr^o. .  v.  J/r. r;7.  7. 2  Mich "  Gic c-si  453. 
HKr;Op:ANT.  J.,  in  Knov:V.i  v.  Zo-c/  5?avs  that  a  volrintarv  a^sismment 
}jj  a  'J^.-htor  ha^  nc-vor  h<:r:n  considcre^l  as  placing  the  assignee  in 
any  oth^.r  situation  in  point  of  equity  than  the  ai?^gr:or;  and  in 
I^i/iTf/jH  V.  Mayirnn^j^  the  doctrine  that  such  an  assignee  was  inlegJ 
cont/;rnplation  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  wasde- 
nour.c^rd  by  Pf?ATT.  J.,  as  an  absurdity.  lie  says  that  assignees 
und^ir  voluntary  a-aignments  arc  naked  trustees  having  no  real 
intonrftt  in  the  trnii suction,  and  they  are  not  purchasers  iu  fict. 
Scf.  also  Story 'fi  Kq.  §  1228.  Regarding  the  plaintiff,  than,  as 
standing  in  th^j  siimc  condition  as  his  assignor,  not  as  a  purchaser, 
but  a.s  a  truntce  or  p.'ijrescntativo,  and  in  no  better  situation  than 
the  orHignor,  I  think  the  set-off  should  have  been  allowed,  and 
tliat  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

IIiiTON,  J. — My  ruling  at  the  trial  was  from  a  recollection  of 
adjudged  casey,  (3  Barb.  S.  C.  40 ;  4  Sand.  S.  C.  604  ;  2  Duer, 
78) ;  and  the  views  expressed  in  the  above  opinion  were  not  pre- 
sented. Upon  reflection,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  ruling  was 
erroneous,  and  I  concur  in  reversing  the  judgment  upon  the 
grounds  stated  by  my  brother  Brady. 

DAiiY,  P'irst  Judge.— Since  the  above  opinion  was  written,  the 
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17th  volume  of  New  York  (3  Smith)  Reiy)rts  lias  appeared,  con- 
taining two  cases,  Va7i  Heusen  v.  ItadvVff  {\^,  o80,)  and  Griffin 
V.  Marquanll  (p.  28,)  in  which  it  has  been  held,  in  accordance 
with  the  views  of  Judge  Brady,  that  an  a55signce  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  is  not^  in  respect  to  the  assigned  property,  a  purchaser 
for  a  valuable  consideration ;  and  the  first  of  those  cases  may  be 
regarded  as  determining  the  question  finally  in  this  stiite. 

Judgment  reversed. 


noRATio  Reed  v.  John  W.  Warth. 

On  the  return  of  a  Bumraons  issued  from  a  district  court,  the  parties^  appi.\arcd,  put 
in  their  pleading^  and  by  oonnent  adjourned  tlic  trial  of  tho  action  to  take  place 
before  the  justice  at  bis  private  office,  whicli  was  located  outside  of  tliu  district 
for  which  ho  was  elected.  Ou  the  adjourned  day  the  justice  wuh  absent,  where- 
upon the  parties  went  before  the  justice  of  auotiicr  district,  who  tried  the  euuso 
upon  the  pleadings  thus  put  in,  und  gave  judgment.    7M/, 

I.  That  where  the  action  is  tried  before  n  juittice  of  a  dii«trict  otiier  t!ian  tiie  one  in 
which  the  court  is  held,  tho  return  on  appeal  must  show  atUnnatively  tliut  tho 
justice  of  the  district  wtm  ul  the  time  absent  from  the  usual  place  of  hi'Iuing  tho 
court,  or  unable  to  hold  it  from  illuess. 

II.  The  power  given,  by  section  C  of  the  District  Court  Act,  (1  Liiws  IS.'jT,  TOT), 
to  a  justice  to  hold  court  in  another  district  timn  the  one  to  whidi  \\q  is  elcctcil, 
being  new,  must  bo  strictly  followed,  and  tho  facts  authorizing  its  oxcrcitfc  uitLst 
appear  by  tlie  return. 

IIL  Tiio  non-attendance  of  the  justice  befuro  whom  the  action  w:i.s  ci:>uHJiciiCL'd.  as 
Uie  adjourned  day,  operated  as  a  discDntinuunco,  and  ihcsubse^ueu'i,  procLCklings 
before  another  justice  were  coram  non  jmlkt  and  void. 

This  was  not  a  case  of  voluntary  appearance  of  tho  parties  within  section  10  of  the 
act|  because  the  pleadings  wore  put  in  before  a  justice  of  a  district  other  than 
tho  one  who  tried  the  cause. 

Whether  a  justice  can  in  any  case  proceed  with  tho  trial  of  u  cause  commouced  be- 
fore him,  at  a  place  outside  of  tho  district  fur  which  ho  is  elouted,  without  ren- 
dering his  subsequent  proceedings  in  the  action  void.     Quere  f 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  justice  of  the 
First  District  Court.    The  return  showed  that  the  action  was  com- 
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menccd  bj-  a  summons  returnable  before  the  justice  of  the  fourth 
district,  at  his  court  room,  in  First  avenue,  in  the  city  of  New 
York.  Oil  the  return  day  of  the  summons  the  parties  appeared, 
and  the  defendant  put  in  an  answer.  Several  adjournments 
were  thcreallLT  had,  until,  at  Icugtli,  the  cause  was  adjourned  by 
consent,  "to  be  tried  at  Oie  ojjice"  of  the  justice  of  the  fourth 
district,  at  No.  78  Nassau  street.  On  the  adjourned  day  the 
parties  attended  at  the  office  of  the  justice,  but  he  w-as  absent; 
and  they  tbereiij^on  went  voluntarily  before  the  justice  of  the 
lirst  district,  at  his  court  room,  No.  bO  Nassau  street,  and  sub- 
mitted the  cause  to  him  upon  the  pleadings  already  in.  lie 
tried  tlie  cause  and  rendered  the  judgment  now  appealed  from. 
It  did  not  a]>pear  by  the  return  that  at  the  time  of  the  triid  the 
justice  of  the  fourth  district  was  either  sick,  or  "absent  from  the 
usual  i)lace  of  holding  his  court." 

The  principal  question  discussed  upon  the  appeal  was,  whether 
the  justice  of  the  fii-st  district  had  any  jurisdiction  of  the  cause. 

liolwrt  L\  Topj^ing,  for  the  api>ellant. 

I.  The  justice  of  the  first  district  acquired  no  jurisdiction,  and 
the  proceedings  before  him  were  coram  nonjudice  and  void  for 
the  following  reasons:  1.  A  justice  of  one  district  court  can 
hold  the  court  of  another  district  only  in  the  following  in- 
stances :  AVhen  his  office  is  vacant;  when  he  is  absent  from  the 
usual  iJace  of  holding  his  court,  or  unable  from  illness  to  hold 
the  same.  District  Courts  Act  of  1837,  §  6.  None  of  the  above 
conditions  existed,  as  aj^pears  from  the  return.  2.  The  cause 
-wiis  tried  out  of  the  Fourth  District,  viz.,  at  82  Nassau  street 
The  Fourth  District  Court  must  be  held  within  the  district  at 
the  place  appointed  by  the  corj^oration  of  the  city  of  New 
York.     District  Courts  Act,  §  7. 

II.  Courts  of  justices  of  the  peace  are  strictly  confined  to  the 
authority  given  them  by  the  statute,  and  must  show  the  power 
given  them  in  every  instance.  Jones  v.  lieeJ,  1  Johns.  C.  20, 1 
Caines,  594 ;  Wells  v.  Xewlcirk,  1  Johns.  C.  228 ;  Waj/  v.  Cancy, 
1  Caines,  191. 
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m.  The  power  of  a  justio?  of  tlie  First  District  Court  to 
hold  the  court  of  any  other  district,  is  a  new  iwwer  conferred 
bj  the  act  of  April  IStli,  1857,  of  the  Ijegislaturc.  Where  a 
new  power  is  given,  he  must  proceed  in  the  mode  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  act.     Bigelow  v.  Stearns^  19  Johns.  39. 

IV.  Where  a  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  whatever,  and  under- 
takes to  act,  his  acts  are  "  coram  noi\  judice  ^'  and  void.  Butler 
V.  Potter^  17  Johns.  45. 

V.  A  defect  of  jurisdiction  in  a  justice  is  not  cured  bj  the 
defendants  appearing  and  going  to  trial.  Low  v.  Rice^  8  Johns. 
409. 

VI.  The  judgment  is  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evidence, 
so  as  to  warrant  the  inference  of  misapprdiension^  bias,  mistake, 
partiality,  or  undue  influence  on  the  mind  of  the  justice  who  ren- 
dered it 

W.  C,  Carpenter,  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — ^This  action  was  commenced  by 
summons  returnable  before  Justice  William  II.  Van  Cott,  of  the 
fourth  district,  at  his  couil  room.  No.  73  First  avenue,  and  was 
tried  before  the  justice  of  the  first  district  at  his  court  room,  No. 
82  Nassau  street,  who  rendered  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
firom  which  the  defendant  appeals. 

The  return  of  the  justice  of  the  first  district  states  that  on  the 
return  of  the  summons  the  parties  appeait^d  by  counsel,  an  an- 
swer was  put  in,  and,  afler  several  adjournments  by  consent, 
''  the  cause  was  further  adjourned  until  the  10th  day  of  May, 
1858,  at  one  o'clock  in  the  aflernoon,  to  be  tried  at  the  oflice  of 
Justice  Van  Cott,  No.  78  Nassau  street,  in  the  city  of  New  York. 
On  the  said  tenth  day  of  May,  1858,  Justice  Van  Cott  being  ab- 
sent, the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  consented  to  try 
Baid  cause  before  the  undersigned  at  the  court  room  (No.  82 
Nassau  street)  for  the  first  judicial  district." 

Upon  the  face  of  tlie  return,  therefore,  the  question  is  pre- 
ientedy  whether  the  justice  of  the  first  district  acquired  any 
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11",      y/rrn'r/J  v.  I'^^^n'-  '...  T,  V.'^r.  !.   i7»"  .   az.!    CT  :Le   a:n-j:- 

v.;;j^,  'i;V//r/.ir.i;'yl.     Sf/f^hhfro  v.  //-.''i'^.?.  i  Cl'a'e-,  245. 

'I  I.; '.  i-*  no*.  ?i  ''•.':'-/:  'rorfirrjc-r.o*'.']  ry  t:::*  rolantarv  apr^aracce  of 
\\\*'.  yA.t\'jy.  fir/l  [,l':fKlir!j/  h'jfor':  tr.-;  justice,  without  s'jmniocs, 
\\u'\*'.\  Yfj'XMtw  U:!i  of  C.f:  'djX  fA  lij7  iio/ira,)  becauie  i*  api-^iirs 
tJiJ't.  Mi'r  f.l'ra'lir.fM  v/^rc  ;i«vl  Vy^fore  iho  ju£;ice  of  the  fourth  dis- 
f  r>r*  ;  .'ifj'l  i:<  i\.".  r':r.'irii  ']'.^-.s  r.ot  show  that  jiistice  to  Lave  been 
;i}K'fit.  from  tlio  n.-unl  [ilaric'  of  holding  hLs  court  on  the  daj  to 
wlii'-li  the  ^raM':  v/ji."  jj/ljoiirrif;d,  it  is  vcn"  clear  that  the  justice  of 
til'!  fir  t  'I I- 1 rift  .v/jnirr-d  rjo  j'iri.sdiction  whatever  to  try  the  ac- 
tion, ;irid  liirt  acbi  were  entirely  void.  Dudley  v.  JfayluWy  3 
(■ornft.  0. 

'rill*,  oflicf.  of  JuHtiwj  Van  Cott  was  not  the  usual  place  of  hoia 
iii;^  liJM  rrinrt.-  thr;  phia;  apfwintcd  for  that  purpose  being  bis 
court.  ro(Mn  in  r'irst  avenue*, — and  although  it  is  not  ncccssaryi 
aft/T  liaving  arrived  at  the  conclusion  above  stated,  to  determine 
wh(*th(T  a  justice  can  in  any  case  firoceed  with  the  trial  of  a 
(vinw)  coniniencicd  Ix^fore  him  at  a  place  outside  of  the  district 
for  wliich  ho  is  elected  ;  yet  I  entertain  great  doubt  whether  he 
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can  do  so  without  thereby  rendering  his  subsequent  proceciiings 
in  the  action  void.  See  act  of  1857  {suproj)  §§  1, 4,  7,  6 ;  Burckle 
V.  Mhart,  3  Comst.  132  ;  Coke  Lit  125,  a,  b. 

A  remaining  ground  of  appeal  is,  that  the  judgment  rendered 
is  against  the  clear  and  decided  weight  of  the  evidence,  and  were 
I  not  satisfied  that  the  justice  who  tried  the  case  acquired  no 
jurisdiction  over  it,  I  would  fitvor  the  reversal  of  the  judgment 
on  this  ground  alone. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Thomas  Leavy  v.  Edward  Boberts. 

A  new  trial  will  not  be  granted  on  tho  ground  of  newly  diaooTercd  evidence^  where 
the  additional  teetimonj  disdosod  might  have  heen  diecovcrvd  by  the  party  in 
time  for  the  trial  if  ho  had  nscd  due  diligence  in  the  investigation  and  prepara- 
tion of  hia  case. 

Thosy  where  the  defendant  meved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  newly  discov- 
ered evidence,  whidi  ho  desired  to  use  to  rebut  teslimony  given  by  tho  plaintiiT 
at  the  trial,  and  it  appeared  that  one  of  the  witnesses  whose  testimony  woa 
newly  discovered  was  the  defendant's  son,  and  another  was  present  in  court  dur- 
ing the  trial,  and  known  to  defendant  to  bo  cognizant  of  dealings  between  tho 
parties  involved  in  the  suit;  and  it  also  appeared  that  the  reason  defendant  did 
not  inform  himself  of  the  testimony  which  could  bo  obtained  (Vom  these  wit- 
nesBOS  waa  tliat  he  did  not  hnticipatc  such  evidence  as  was  given  by  the  plaintiiT; 
Ilekl,  that  the  defendant  had  not  used  due  diligence,  and  was  not  entitled  to  the 
new  trial  asked. 

The  tests  by  which  cumulative  evidence  is  to  be  distinguished,  considered. 

If  the  newly  discovered  evidence  disclosed  on  a  motion  for  a  now  triol  relates  to 
any  Ikct  proved  on  the  trial,  whether  bearing  upon  the  issoe  directly  or  coUater- 
aOy,  the  evidence  is  cumulative,  and  the  motion  will  not  be  granted. 

Appeal  from  an  order  at  special  term  denying  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial  made  upon  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence. 
The  action  was  to  recover  for  certain  marble  mantels  alleged  to 
have  been  sold  to  the  defendant;  and,  also,  for  the  labor  and 
materials  used  in  putting  them  up  in  eight  houses  belonging  to 
him  in  Thirty-sixth  street,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  built 
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.'.';-.I.':r  *.■:.';  d*:f';r. iant  was  :r:-i*b^i  to  :be  plain:£^  as  charced 
.ft  t.'.';  *-/.;:. :,!5J:-t  isp^/n  a  co-tra?t  mai-?  b-et^reen  Lini  and  the 
riia.;/.;fr.  TLf:  defer. d&Lt,  wrio  was  ex^riir-i-i  oz  Ids  owti  behalf, 
ijft/;r  tn*;  ';jcarfiiriatIon  of  the  plainiiSl  denied  that  he  had  con- 
tr&':V:d  ;i>:  fiUik^if-A,  Tho  rlaintifT  th.rii  offered  rebuttm^  terj- 
/;.ofiy,  v/hiolj,  Vicing  corroborative  of  the  plaintiflF's  statement 
v;  a;-.  'J<;<:rricd  c'^n  trolling  by  the  presiding  judge.  The  defendant, 
i/j  ofic.  of  hm  afTidavitii  used  on  this  motion,  states  that  "he  was 
not  awan;  of  the  nature  of  the  rebutting  testimony  at  the  time 
of  thf.  triaff  not  having  taken  any  pains  to  inform  himself;  not 
imagining  the  j)0.s8ibility  of  such  erroneous  testimony  on  the 
part  of  the  jjIaintifTand  the  witness  Cronk;"  and,  upon  the  alle- 
gation of  a  (ji«covcry  of  evidence  bearing  upon  the  question  in- 
volvr'd,  a»kfl  a  new  trial.  One  of  the  witnesses,  whose  evidence 
iH  Kfiid  to  have  been  so  discovered,  is  the  son  of  the  defendant. 
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Another  witness,  J.  M.  Grcnell,  was  in  court  during  tlie  trial, 
attending  there  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  third,  Buck- 
bee,  reveals  certain  acts  and  declarations  by  the  plaintiff  incon^ 
sistent  with  the  claim  made  against  the  defendant.  It  also  ap- 
pears that  Grcnell  was  known  to  the  parties  in  connection  with 
the  work  and  labor  done  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  evidence 
of  the  defendant's  son  relates  to  an  interview  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant,  in  which  the  plaintiff  committed  acts  and 
made  declarations  inconsistent  with  the  claim  made  against  the 
defendant.  It  would  seem,  that  in  reference  to  Grcnell  and  the 
defendant's  son,  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negligence  in 
not  procuring  their  testimony,  or  in  not  making  any  efforts  to 
ascertain  what  either  of  them  knew  of  the  controversv,  and  the 
truth  of  the  defendant's  statement  that  he  had  not  taken  "  any 
pains  to  inform  himself"  is  shown  without  the  admission  which 
he  makes.  That  he  was  not  diligent  in  preparing  his  defence  is 
very  clear,  and  this  alone  excludes  him  from  any  consideration 
on  a  motion  of  this  kind.  It  would  be  establishing  a  grievous 
precedent,  and  one  of  great  public  inconvenience,  to  interfere  in 
any  other  case  than  one  of  indispensable  necessity  and  wholly 
free  from  negligence.  Per  Chancellor  Kent.  Fhj/d  v.  Jayne^ 
6  Johns.  Ch.  Rep.  482.  There  is,  however,  still  another  reason 
why  the  motion  should  not  be  granted  as  before  suggested. 
The  testimony  discovered  is  cumulative.  It  is  said  by  Marcy, 
J.,  in  Ghiyot  v.  Buits,  i  Wend.  579,  that  the  kind  and  character 
of  the  facts,  makes  the  distinction  between  what  is  cumulative 
evidence  and  what  is  not,  and  that  the  facts  may  tend  to  prove 
the  same  proposition  and  yet  be  so  dissimilar  in  kind  as  to  afford 
no  pretence  for  saying  they  are  cumulative. 

It  does  not  appear  distinctly  by  any  adjudication  in  this  state 
what  is  meant  by  cumulative  evidence  in  its  bearing  upon  mo- 
tions of  this  kind,  and  it  is  dii&cult,  perhaps,  to  determine  what 
is  cumulative,  and  what  is  not,  by  any  general  definition.  A 
series  of  facts  may  be  established,  all  tending  to  prove  a  claim 
or  defence,  and  yet  a  fact  n<^t  proved,  having  the  same  effect,  may 
be  discovered  after  the  trial     The  evidence  in  the  latter  case 
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mav  be  said  to  be  cumulative  so  far  as  it  relates  to  tbe  main  fiust 
or  facts  in  issue ;  but  it  clearly  is  not  as  to  the  subject  it  em- 
braces. It  is  evidence  of  a  fact  not  proved,  and,  therefore,  not 
controverted ;  and  this,  I  think,  is  what  Judge  Marct  suggests 
in  the  quotation  above.  If  the  evidence  be  cumulative  because 
it  relates  to  the  issue,  or  one  of  the  issues,  about  which  anj  proof 
has  been  given,  then  a  new  trial  upon  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence would  be  an  impossibility ;  but  if  the  rule  be  that  newly 
discovered  evidence  of  some  material  fact  relevant  to  the  issue, 
and  which  was  not  proved  or  controverted  on  the  trial,  is  not  cu- 
mulative, then  there  may  be  many  cases  in  which  a  new  trial 
would  be  a  matter  of  justice.  This  I  understand  to  be  the  guide 
on  questions  of  this  kind.  If,  therefore,  the  evidence  relates  to 
any  fact  proved,  whether  bearing  upon  the  issue  directly  or  col 
laterally,  it  is  cumulative;  and  such  I  understand  to  be  the 
character  of  the  new  evidence  disclosed  on  this  motion.  The 
plaintiff,  by  his  statement  on  the  trial,  was  shown  to  have  com- 
mitted acts  and  made  declarations  inconsistent  with  the  alleged 
contract  between  him  and  the  defendant,  and  which,  unexplained 
or  uncontrolled,  would,  perhaps,  be  sufficient  to  prevent  his  re- 
cover}'. The  evidence  discovered  is  of  the  same  complexion. 
It  affects  the  validity  of  the  plaintiffs  claim  so  far  as  it  proves 
conduct  at  variance  with  the  claim  set  up  here,  and  nothing 
more.  People  v.  The  Superior  Court,  10  TTend.  286.  There  arc 
cases  in  which  a  contrary  rule  has  been  applied,  but  they  are 
excei)tions  to  the  general  maxim,  and  distinguished  by  very  pe- 
culiar circumstances,  calling  for  the  exercise  of  a  very  Hberal 
discretion.  This  is  not  one  of  those  casea  There  are,  it  is  true, 
conflicting  elements  here,  and  perhaps  the  statements  of  the  pa^ 
ties  are  irreconcileable ;  but  these  features  are  common  to  the 
great  majority  of  cases,  and  more  particularly  since  the  law  of 
the  land  has  given  to  the  parties  the  right  to  be  examined  on 
their  own  behalf.  In  cases  where  they  are  so  examined,  the  roles 
which  govern  motions  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  newly 
discovered  evidence  should  be  applied  strictly,  in  my  opinion. 

Motion  for  new  trial  denied. 
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Cummins^  Alexander  t£*  Green^  for  the  appellant 
L  The  important  question  at  the  trial  was,  as  to  whether  the 
defendant  actually  purchased  the  mantels  put  up,  or  whether 
they  were  sold  to  Cronk,  the  person  who  built  the  houses.  Upon 
this  point  the  testimony,  now  for  the  first  time  discovered,  would 
establish  the  fact  that  the  sale  was  made  to  Cronk,  the  builder, 
and  not  to  the  defendant 

II.  It  would  be  aiding  justice  by  permitting  a  new  trial,  so 
that  this  testimony  might  be  given,  and  the  defendant  relieved 
from  the  effect  of  the  unexpected  testimony  of  the  plaintiff. 

III.  The  new  evidence  of  the  admissions  of  the  plaintiff  re- 
specting the  sale,  and  the  name  of  the  person  to  whom  he  made 
out  the  bill,  is  not  cumulative,  no  testimony  upon  this  point 
having  been  given  or  offered  at  the  trial.  Cumulative  evidenoo 
is  that  which  only  heaps  up  additional  proof  respecting  a  fact  in 
the  case,  as  to  which  evidence  has  been  already  given.  Acker  v. 
Bums,  3  Wood  &  Minot,  357 ;  Waller  v.  Graves,  20  Conn.  310; 
Parker  v.  Ilardi/,  24  Pick.  248 ;  Gui/eU  v.  Baits,  4  Wend.  579 ; 
The  JPecple  v.  iV.  T.  Superior  Court,  10  Wend.  285. 

lY.  There  was  no  want  of  diligence  at  the  trial  The  defend- 
ant was  misled  by  supposing  that  the  plaintiff  would  not  testify 
to  a  state  of  facts  directly  contrary  to  those  established  and 
sworn  to  by  the  defendant. 

John  Grahara,  for  the  respondent 

L  All  the  testimony  pretended  to  have  been  discovered  after 
the  trial  of  the  action,  could  have  been  obtained,  with  reasonable 
diligence,  for  the  trial. 

II.  The  whole  of  the  pretended  testimony  is  cumulative.  It 
bears  upon  the  defendant's  liability,  and  that  was  the  point  liti- 
gated upon  the  trial.  Tlie  People  v.  The  N.  Y.  Superior  Cour% 
10  Wend.  294. 

III.  It  merel}'  tends  to  contradict  the  evidence  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  succeeded.  The  People  v.  The  N.  Y.  Superior  Court, 
10  Wend/  286  ;  Fleming  v.  Ilollenback,  7  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  271 ; 
Fellows  V.  Emperor,  13  id.  92  ;  A/ason  v.  Ojchrojl,  3  Duer,  366. 

Vol.  If.  19 


V:tA'<  ■jjrlt-^ftfis  '•x-.l:  =-^^r.  "^is  aol  L?  7 :  "»x:'i=«?.      Shortness 
R.  271. 

r.o  flTcnnd  for  a  ne*.v  tri:-!.     7  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  27»5. 

TIiLTON",  J.— It  xa5»  the  d'ltv  of  the  d-efen-Lm:  :o  hare  come 
pTftj/flirrd,  at  the  trial,  -with  the  evideizee  ^hi«:h  he  now  clams  to 
h'ivc  "  ne;^'l7  discovered."  I:  is  q'lite  obvioTi*  thas  slight  di!:- 
frence  or  inquiry  -^^'ould  have  inform'C-d  him  of  all  the  facts  with- 
in the  knowledge  of  the  architect  and  can^enter  of  tee  bmid- 
ings,  the  fumi.«hirig  of  materials  for  which  was  the  subject  of  the 
trial. 

His  negligence  in  thLs  respect  aflFords  no  ground  for  reliefj  and 
for  this,  and  the  additional  reasons  stated  in  the  opinion  ot 
Judge  Brady  at  .special  term,  the  order  appealed  firom,  denyiog 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  is  affirmed. 

Order  affirmed  with  costs. 


Malcolm  Campbell,  receiver,  &c.,  of  Mart  E.  Foster  v 

George  C.  Genet.* 

A  receiver  appointed  in  proceedings  against  a  judgment  debtor  Bappiementary  to 
execution,  acquircR  title  onlj  to  tl>e  property  and  estate  wliich  belonged  to  the 
debtor  at  the  time  the  proceeding  waa  instituted  bj  granting  the  order  for  hii  ex- 
amination. 

To  entitle  a  8e^oir  or  counter  claim  to  be  allowed,  it  must  be  shown  to  be  due  to 


*  Judge  IIiLTON,  haying  been  counsel  in  this  case,  took  no  part  In  its  decision. 
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the  defcDdant  in  his  own  right,  either  sa  the  original  creditor  or  as  the  assignee 
or  owner  of  the  demand  get  np. 

A  debt  owing  to  tlie  defendant  jointly  with  another,  cannot  be  sot  off  in  an  action 
upon  a  demand  against  the  defendant  alone.  A  joint  debt  cannot  be  set  oQ 
against  an  individual  one. 

A  new  trial  viW  not  be  granted  upon  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence, 
where  it  appears  that  the  existence  of  the  evidence  might,  with  reasonable  dili- 
gence, have  been  ascertained  at  the  time  of  the  trial 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  a  report  of  Ilainiltou 
W.  Robinson,  Esq.,  referee,  in  fevor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  action 
was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  receiver  of  Mary  E.  Foster,  ap- 
pointed by  a  judge  of  this  court  upon  supplementary  proceed- 
ings founded  on  a  judgment,  recovered  against  her  in  favor  of 
A.  T.  Stewart  &  Co.,  for  over  $3,000.  The  complaint  alleged 
that  the  defendant,  acting  as  agent  for  Miss  Foster,  had  received 
from  the  trustees,  under  her  fiither's  will,  moneys  which  he  had 
not  paid  over  or  accounted  for,  and  asked  to  have  the  amount 
in  his  hands  paid  over  to  the  receiver  of  her  property,  to  be  ap- 
plied in  extinguishment  of  her  debt  on  the  judgment  The  an- 
swer denied  that  the  defendant  had  received  the  amount  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  and  set  up,  as  an  off-set  against  any  balance  in 
his  hands,  professional  services  as  a  lawyer,  rendered  by  him  in 
the  management  of  her  affairs. 

The  supplementary  order,  requiring  the  defendant  to  appear 
and  be  examined  concerning  her  property,  was  granted  April 
15th,  1857.  She  appeared  pursuant  to  it,  submitted  to  an  ex- 
amination, and  on  June  9th,  1857,  the  plaintiff  was  appointed 
receiver  of  her  property  and  effects.  The  referee  found  the  fol- 
lowing facts  established  at  the  trial  before  him : 

*'  That  the  defendant,  from  time  to  time,  between  the  fifth  day 
of  February,  1856,  and  the  fourteenth  day  of  May,  1867,  received 
from  Anthony  Iloguet,  trustee  under  the  will  of  James  Foster, 
Jr.,  deceased,  of  Mary  E.  Foster,  and  as  her  agent,  the  sum  of 
thirty -eight  hundred  and  seventeen  dollars  and  eighty-two  cents ; 
that  he  had  paid  over  to  the  said  Mary  E.  Foster,  or  to  and  for 
her  use  and  benefit,  the  sum  of  thirty -five  hundred  and  thirty- 
three  dollars  and  fifly-two  cents,  and  that  a  balance  of  two  hun- 
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Sz/.r/iKiL  Thai  tr.e  >,frr;-j  hi  I  r.  :•:  i^! --.vei  ldz',A\\\i  tl.e  loikS: 
of  th';  f:v\:x\  of  G.  C.  i  E.  J.  Gvr.::  fir  s^frvlce.-,  a?  a  deft-acoto 
plal.'.tliT.-.  '-■lairri  to  mor.eys  ic  -.is  Lunis.  TrJrd,  That  the  fiaJ- 
iijf'  of  facta  bv  the  referee  wa3  contrary  to  the  eviJeace. 

Otor'jn  C.  Gertet^  apj»fil!ant,  in  p^rs«^n. 

I.  IVx;^f:ding5  supplementary  to  execution  are  a  coacurreat 
rerr.e^ly  v.  itli  a  creditor's  bill.  It  is  a  cumulative  remedy;  and 
llie  fAVif'ji  of  either  is  to  .se'^uester  properly  belonging  or  money 
clue  to  a  judgment  debtor,  and  which  the  debtor  refuses  to  apply 
to  tlie  payment  of  a  judgment  debt.  It  is  au  equitable  execu- 
tion ;  fi!)d  the  making  and  service  of  the  order  attaches  the 
j;r<'»perty  or  money  to  which  it  ajiplies — the  subsequent  pro- 
cccdingM  arc  those  pointed  out  by  the  law — to  convert  the  prop- 
erty thus  levied  on  into  money,  and  to  apply  it  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  demand.     The  Code  expn^ssly  confines  the  proceeding  to 
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money  due  or  property  belonging  to  the  judgment  debtor.  §  297. 
Property  and  money  acquired  by  the  judgment  debtor  after  the 
commencement  of  the  proceedings,  whether  under  the  Code  or 
a  creditor's  bill,  do  not  pass  to  the  receiver.  Caton  v.  South- 
tvortJi,  13  Barb.  837 ;  UcCoitnick  v.  Kelioe^  7  Legal  Obs.  184 ; 
Stewart  \.  Foster^  1  Hilton,  505 ;  Campbell  v.  Foster,  16  IIow. 
Pr.  Hep.  275 ;  2  Barb.  Ch.  Prac.  153 ;  Browning  v.  Bettis,  8 
Paige,  072. 

II.  The  referee  should  have  allowed  the  counter  claim  set  up 
in  the  answer.  There  was  no  reply,  and  consequently  it  must 
be  taken  as  true.     Code,  §  168. 

Wooditridge  Hudson,  for  the  respondent 

I,  The  title  of  the  receiver  is  of  the  date  at  which  it  is  ordered 
that  a  receiver  shall  be  appointed.  Steele  v.  Sturges,  5  Abbott 
Pr.  B.  442;  WiUon  v.  Allen,  6  Barb.  S.  C.R548;  Mannw. 
Pentz,  2  Sand.  Ch.  R,  258. 

n.  The  claim  of  G.  C.  &  E.  J.  Genet  for  services  rendered  to 
the  judgment  debtor,  was  properly  excluded  by  the  referee. 
"There  must  be  mutual  debts  to  authorize  a  set-oflF."  Duncan 
V.  L^on,  3  Johns.  Ch.  R.  351,  and  authorities  there  cited.  "  Joint 
and  separate  debts  cannot  be  set  off  against  each  other.  They 
must  be  due  to  and  from  the  same  persons  in  the  same  capacity." 
Dale  V.  Chok,  4  Johns.  Ch.  R.  15.  "  The  debt  of  three  cannot 
be  set  off  against  two."  McGUUvray  v.  Simson,  2  Carr  &  Payne, 
430 ;  2  R.  S.  354,  §  13,  sub.  2. 

III.  If  the  finding  of  the  referee  as  to  the  facts,  bo  in  any  par- 
ticular incorrect,  it  is  in  allowing  too  great  a  credit  to  the  de- 
fendant. 

TIius,  he  has  allowed  the  defendant  the  full  amount  of  $1,500 
for  fifteen  months*  allowance  to  Miss  Foster,  when  it  apjiears 
that  she  received  in  cheeks,  payable  to  her  own  order,  during 
that  time,  on  March  25, 1856,  one  hundred  dollars,  and  on  June 
25,  1856,  one  hundred  and  thirty  dollars,  and  on  April  3d,  1857, 
to  bearer,  which  undoubtedly  went  direct  to  her,  one  hundred 
dollars,  making  $1,830  in  all  during  the  fiflcen  months.     Yet 
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b'.lv.'".;;  ;},';  ."iO.  01  i" -.':>;  ■-^:-: . .  1;C0.  iiLi  tlj»r  lii  of  Mav,  1S57, 
1.'.'; ;-:;:;:  of  J.'i.'^'^^J.12.  :.:.d  La!  pc-.ii  over  to  Miss  Foster  only 
$I,.'/00,  J'ruv.'ri;^  in  Li.s  i.arids  b-loiigiiig  to  her  the  sum  of 
;7'.^,1-VM2.  'J'iio  d';f';:idaj.t  proved  various  payments,  and  gave 
pi«/*;f'  of  a  ':oiJiit«;r  'jlairn  for  S';rvice3  rendered.  The  referee  rc- 
'\i.r.\tA  till'  courjt/r  chiiin,  l>ecause  it  was  not  due  to  him  in  his 
own  li^'jj',  ;«ri'l  allov/rjd,  in  the  account  against  the  defendant, 
two  |»;i.vifi«!nu  rnad*.'  to  him  after  the  proceedings  supplemenUuy 
\Si\r.iv,\n\ni\uiM'A^  a!id  befi^rc  the  onler  appohiting  the  plaintiff 
rr''i'iv<;r  \va.s  ni:ul<!,  namely:  $100  on  4th  of  May,  1857,  and 
<;;{0<;.Mti  on  the  Mth  of  May,  18o7.  The  defendant  objects  to 
lioth  tlir.41'  nets  of  ilic*  rrll'.ree.  Hie  proof  shows  that  the  services 
upon  whit'li  iIm!  .st'l-oU'  was  based  had  been  rendered  by  the  firm 
of  (i.  (\  k  K.  .1.  (it-not,  of  which  defendant  was  a  member,  and 
thtio  is  no  proof  of  the  assignment  of  the  interest  of  E.  J. 
(ion«»t  l*>  him,  or  «>(  any  aulhority  thus  to  appropriate  such  in- 
^.^'r^'^.^.  Till*  n*f«nM*  very  proiKM'ly  excluded  the  set-oft'  for thes-D 
roastHis.     The  sel-i>lV  must  be  due  to  the  defendant  in  his  own 
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right,  either  as  being  the  original  creditor  or  payee,  or  as  being 
the  assignee  or  owner  of  the  demand.  2  B.  S.  354,  §  18,  sub.  2 
It  was  said  on  the  argument  that  this  set-off  or  counter  claim 
was  set  up  in  the  answer,  and  that,  not  being  denied  by  the 
plaintiff,  it  must  be  admitted  to  be  due.  The  answer  to  that 
proposition  is,  that,  assimiing  the  defendant's  conclusion  on  the 
pleadings  to  be  correct,  he  has  waived  his  advantage  by  going 
into  the  proof  of  the  counter  claim,  and  by  such  proof  showing 
that  it  could  not  have  been  properly  set  off  against  the  plaintiff's 
demand.  In  reference  to  the  second  objection,  there  is  no  evi- 
dence in  this  case  showing  that  Miss  Foster  was  not  entitled  to 
all  the  moneys  received  by  the  defendant  on  the  15th  April, 
1857,  when  proceedings  supplementary  were  commenced.  Mr. 
Hoguet  testifies  that  he  received,  from  Feb.  6,  1856,  to  May  1, 
1857,  the  amount  hereinbefore  stated,  but  he  does  not  state,  nor 
does  it  anywhere  appear  in  the  case,  that  the  money  so  received 
was  not  due  on  the  loth  April,  1857.  The  defendant  did  not 
set  up  the  defence  that  the  payments  to  him,  on  the  1st  and  14th 
May,  1857,  were  made  after  the  supplemental  proceedings  were 
commenced,  or  that  the  moneys  received  by  him  on  those  days 
were  not  due  to  Miss  Foster  until  after  those  proceedings  were 
commenced,  and  has  equally  fiiiled  to  show  that  fact  by  proof 
on  the  trial.  The  will  under  which  Miss  Foster  was  entitled 
was  not  produced  on  the  trial,  and  the  character  of  the  provision 
therein  for  her  benefit,  and  the  times  and  manner  of  the  pay- 
ments to  be  made  to  her,  do  not  appear.  If  the  defendant,  who 
is  a  debtor  of  Miss  Foster,  desired  to  avail  himself  of  the  defence 
that  the  plaintiff  as  receiver,  was  endeavoring  to  obtain  property 
to  which  he  was  not  entitled,  it  was  his  duty  to  place  the  facts 
constituting  such  defence  before  the  court,  and  not  leave  it  to 
inference.  The  question  was  not  whether  the  defendant  received 
the  money  after  the  proceedings  were  commenced,  and  before 
the  order  appointing  the  receiver  was  made,  but  whether  the 
money  received  by  the  defendant,  at  any  time  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  belonged  to  Miss  Foster  at  the  time 
the  supplementary  proceedings  were  commenced.     The  view 
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thus  expressed  of  the  second  objection  is  predicated  of  the  prop- 
osition that  the  receiver  acquires  title  onlj  to  the  property  be- 
longing to  the  judgment  debtor  at  the  time  proceedings  sup- 
plementary are  commenced  against  him.  Judge  Ingrahak,  in 
Stewart  v.  Foster^  (1  Ililton,  505),  stated  that  proceedings  sup- 
plementary were  "  limited  to  reaching  the  defendant's  property 
in  his  possession,  or  in  the  possession  of  others  and  conceded 
to  belong  to  him  when  the  order  is  obtained,"  and  this  principle 
was  also  applicable  to  creditors'  bills  prior  to  the  Code.  Caimi  y. 
Soutli  worthy  13  Barb.  337;  McCormick  v.  Kehoe,  7  Legal  Obs.  134; 
Browning  v.  Btttis,  8  Paige,  568 ;  2  Barb.  Ch.  Pr.  153 ;  McCam  v. 
Dorsheimer,  1  Clarke,  144 ;  Campbell  v.  Foster,  16  How.  P.  R  275. 

But  a  creditor's  bill  was  held  to  reach  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  debtor's  real  cstote,  sold  upon  execution,  for  the  fifteen 
months'  possession  after  the  sale  to  which  he  was  entitled  by 
law.  Farnham  v.  Campbell,  10  Paige,  598.  And  also  to  reach 
an  annuity  given  by  will  in  lieu  of  dower.  Degraw  v.  Classon, 
11  Paige,  136. 

The  income  of  the  fund  provided  by  the  will  of  the  debtors 
father,  was  the  property  of  the  debtor  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  supplementary  proceedings,  and,  so  far  as  it  had 
accumulated  on  that  day,  could,  under  the  authorities  stated,  be 
arrested  and  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  judgment  against  her 
on  which  such  proceedings  were  based.  A  mere  possibility 
could  not  be  reached,  (SmiOi  v.  Kearney,  2  Barb.  Ch.  R.  533), 
nor  a  salary  not  yet  earned ;  but  a  salary  earned  before  the  filing 
of  the  bill,  though  not  payable,  could  be  reached.  Browning  v. 
BeUis,  8  Paige,  568. 

If  the  defendant  had  shown  that  a  part  of  the  sum  received  by 
Mr.  Iloguet,  and  paid  over  to  him,  was  not  due  on  the  15th 
April,  1857,  we  might,  under  the  decision  of  this  court  at  gene- 
ral terra,  {supra),  have  felt  constrained  to  deduct  so  much  of 
such  income  as  had  not  accrued  on  that  day. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  the  second  objection  was  not  well 
taken,  and  that  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed.  The  ques- 
tions involved,  aside  from  those  herein  considered,  were  ques- 
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tions  of  fact  for  the  referee,  and  his  finding  seems  to  be  correct 
Upon  the  argument,  by  consent,  an  application  was  cntcrttiined 
for  a  new  trial  on  newly  discovered  evidence,  and  the  discovery 
consists  of  an  alleged  payment  made  by  the  defendant,  for  or  on 
account  of  Miss  Foster,  which  he  had  overlooked  when  he  testi 
fied  before  the  referee.  It  is  sufficient  to  sav,  in  reference  to 
thatj  that  knowledge  of  the  payment  could  have  been  acquired 
by  the  defendant  with  reasonable  diligence.  If  he  had  made  the 
proper  preparation  for  his  defence,  the  item  would  not  have 
been  omitted.  The  case  of  The  People  v.  S'qyerior  Court  of  Xew 
York  (10  Wend.  285,)  is  conclusive  upon  the  question  presented. 
See  also  Leavy  v.  Bcherts^  arUe,  p.  286.  The  application  must  be 
denied. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Joseph  W.  Greene  v.  Samuel  Waggoner. 

1b  an  action  to  recover  the  price  agrcod  to  be  paid  for  tlio  u^c  of  hxljpng  rooms 
rented  for  a  spc-c-iiivd  (leriod,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  ufTiriiintivoly  uu  inaUlity 
to  rent  the  rooms,  during  the  time  the  party  hiring  refused  to  occupy  t)iem. 

The  reooTery  in  such  a  case,  however,  will  be  limited  to  the  damages  actually  suti- 
tallied,  and  where  it  is  shown  timt  any  money  has  been  or  niigiit  have  been  ob- 
tained from  the  use  of  the  rooms,  for  lodging  piiriK)Hes,  by  otliers,  wliilo  they 
remained  thus  vacant,  the  recovery  will  bo  lessened  accordingly. 

But  the  burden  of  showinf?  that  anything  has  been,  or  might  have  been  thus  real- 
ized, rests  upon  the  defendant. 

Hie  burden  of  proving  a  fact  rodts  upon  the  party  wlio  asserts  it ;  and  especially 

is  this  so  when  he  is  to  be  benefitted  by  it  when  shown. 
The  case  of  Wilson  t.  Martin  (1  Denio,  602,)  examined  and  limited. 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  the 
3«port  of  a  referee  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  facts  of  the  case 
^olly  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

R  A,  Watkinsorij  for  the  appellant. 
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Charles  H.  Smith,  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  IIilton,  J. — The  defendant  hired  of  the  plain- 
tiff two  lodging  rooms,  in  the  hotel  known  as  the  Smithsonian 
House,  for  the  period  of  six  months,  at  the  stipulated  price  of 
six  dollars  per  week.  The  rooms  were  heated  by  steam  pipe?, 
and  were  furnished  with  gas,  the  use  of  which  was  permitted 
without  extra  charge.  After  occupying  the  rooms  eight  weeks, 
and  paying  for  tlic  time  occupied,  the  defendant  left,  and  gave 
notice  to  the  plaintiff  "that  he  would  not  occupy  them  any 
]norc."  It  ai'poared  on  the  trial  before  the  referee  that  llic 
rooms  were  kept  vacant  for  the  defendant  for  the  remainder  of 
the  period  for  which  they  were  hired,  and  that  the  defendant 
might  at  any  time  have  taken  possession  of,  and  used  them. 
Upon  this  state  of  factv,  the  referee  reported  in  favor  of  the 
]>lainliff  for  the  amount  claimed,  being  the  whole  contract  price, 
for  the  use  of  the  rooms  for  the  residue  of  the  term  for  wLicli 
they  were  hired.  No  evidence  was  offered  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant ;  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  had  an  opportu- 
nity to  rent  the  rooms  during  tlie  period  they  were  kept  vacant, 
or  that  he  mi;^ht  have  rented  them  had  anv  effort  been  made  to 
lo  so. 

From  the  decision  of  the  referee  the  defendant  has  appealed, 
and  insists  that  the  plaintiff  has  shown  no  damage  except  such 
as  resulted  from  his  own  act  in  keeping  the  rooms  vacant;  and 
in  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  inability  to  rent  the  rooms  after 
the  defendant  abandoned  them,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  anything,  and  the  referee  erred  in  not  giving  judgment 
for  the  defendant. 

To  sustidn  this  view  the  defendant  relies  upon  the  decision  in 
Wilson  V.  Martin,  (1  Denio,  602),  which  was  an  action  brought 
upon  a  parol  agreement,  made  on  the  18th  April,  1830,  with  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  a  boardinghouse  keeper,  for  rooms  and  board 
for  the  defendant  and  his  family,  for  one  3'ear  from  the  first  of  May 
following.  After  occupying  from  the  1st  of  May  to  the  17th  of 
June,  the  defendant  became  dissatisfied  with  the  board,  and  qui; 
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the  house.  The  plaintiff  claimed  to  recover  the  stipulated  price 
for  the  use  of  the  rooms,  with  board,  for  the  residue  of  the  year ; 
and  for  which,  at  the  trial,  a  verdict  was  rendered.  On  the 
trial,  and  upon  the  appeal  subsequently  taken  by  the  defendant, 
he  claimed  that  the  contract  was  void,  within  the  statute  of  frauds, 
for  not  being  in  writing.  The  judge  who  tried  the  cause  decided 
that  it  was  not  void,  and  so  instructed  the  jury ;  but  the  Suj;)rcme 
Court,  upon  the  appeal,  held  otherwise  ;  and  the  judgment  was 
reversed  upon  that  ground  alone,  and  that  is  all  the  court  there 
determined. 

In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  Bhonson,  J.,  remarks 
"that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  course,  to  recover 
the  stipulated  price  for  the  use  of  the  rooms  to  the  end  of  the  year. 
He  could  not  refuse  the  rooms  to  other  lodgers,  leaving  them 
idle,  and  then  recover  against  tlie  defendant  as  fur  use  and  occu- 
pation.'' And  although  the  decision  of  the  court  was  not  put 
upon  this  ground,  yet  I  see  no  reason  for  disagreeing  with  the 
views  thus  expressed  by  that  learned  judge,  in  a  case  where  it 
appears  by  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  lias  so  conducted. 
But  if  he  meant  to  say,  as  the  defendant  here  claims,  that  the 
plaintiff,  to  be  entitled  to  recover  at  all  in  an  action  of  this  na- 
ture, is  bound  to  show  affirmatively  that  he  could  not  rent  the 
rooms  to  other  parties  during  the  period  the  defendant  refused 
to  occupy  them;  then,  with  the  greatest  respect  for  the  opinions 
of  that  learned  judge,  I  feel  consiraiued  to  differ  fix>m  him. 

A  party  who  enters  into  a  valid  contract,  and  refuses  to  per* 
form  it,  is  chargeable  with  such  damages  as  naturally  result  from 
the  breach ;  and,  as  a  general  rule,  in  an  action  like  the  present, 
to  recover  such  damages,  it  is  only  necessary  for  the  j^laintiff  to 
show  affirmatively'  the  nature  of  the  contract,  his  readiness  to 
perform  it  at  all  times  during  its  continuance,  and  the  breach  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant.  It  is  very  true,  as  stated  by  Judge 
Bboxsox,  in  another  part  of  the  same  opinion,  that  "  a  party  has 
no  right  to  conduct  himself  in  such  a  manner  as  to  make  the 
damages  unnecessarilj'^  burdensome  where  he  seeks  to  recover 
such  damages  from  one  who  is  chargeable  with  a  breach  of  con- 
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tract ;"  and  I  ma}'  add  that  his  recovery  should  in  all  cases  be 
limited  to  such  damages  as  appear  necessarily  to  have  resulted 
from  the  breach.  And  where  it  is  shown  that  he  has  realized,  or 
might  have  obtained,  from  the  use  of  the  rooms  by  others^  in  the 
manner  which  the  defendant  contracted  to  use  them,  any  monevs 
which  might  be  applied  in  extinguishment  of  the  defendant's  lia- 
bility, his  damages  should  be  lessened  to  that  extent.  Ashbumer 
V.  Balcher,  3  Ir^eld.  262.  But  the  burden  of  showing  such  to 
have  been  the  case  rests  upon  the  defendant ;  if  any  facts  of 
this  kind  existed  they  are  of  an  affirmative  character,  and  if 
the  defendant  desires  the  benefit  of  them,  he  should  have  proven 
them.  He  is  the  party  who  has  done  the  wrong — who  has  vio- 
lated his  contnict ;  and  as  between  him  and  the  plaintiff,  all  pre- 
sumi)tions  of  good  faith  and  fair  conduct  should  be  in  fixvor  of 
the  latter.     Starr  v.  Peek,  1  Hill,  273. 

Upon  the  general  principle  that  the  burden  of  proving  a  &ct 
rests  ui)on  him  who  assorts  it,  and  who  is  to  be  benefitted  by  it 
when  shown,  and  for  the  other  reasons  I  have  stated,  I  am  of 
oi)inion  that  the  plaintiff  showed,  on  the  trial,  sufficient  to  entitle 
him  to  recover ;  and  if  the  defendant  relied  upon  the  alleged 
fact  that  the  pluintiff  i)urposcly  kept  the  rooms  vacant  when  he 
might  have  rented  thcni,  in  mitigation  or  extingui^ument  of  the 
damages  arising  from  his  breach  of  contract,  it  was  his  duty  to 
prove  it.     Costijan  v.  Mohawk  Jk  Hudson  RR.  Co.^  2  Denio,  601 

The  referee  decided  correctly,  and  the  judgment  entei^  upon 
his  report  should  be  ailirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Norman  Kendall  v.  Milton  N.  Grey. 

In  an  action  by  a  physician  to  recover  for  medical  services,  it  is  competent  fiv  lua 
to  prove  tlie  nature  of  the  disease  and  the  character  of  treatment  given,  in  oidtf 
to  fix  the  value  of  the  servicfs  rcnderod. 

Such  evidL'ucc  is  not  rcndorod  iucoiiipctent  by  the  provisions  of  2  Rev.  S"tt  406, 


NEW  YORK— APRIL,  1859.  301 

Kendall  v.  Grej. 

§  73,  forbidding  the  disclosure  of  confidential  communications  made  bj  a  pa- 
tient to  his  physician. 

Those  provisions  only  relate  to  communications  or  information  acquired  by  a  per- 
8onf  duly  authorized  to  practice  physic,  while  attending  a  patient  in  his  profes- 
sional capacity,  and  which  were  neco;$sary  to  enable  him  lo  prescribe. 

rhey  do  not  extend  to  commuuicatious  made  to  a  person  in  attendance  at  the 
ofiSce  of  tlie  physician  in  his  absence,  and  which  are  not  shown  to  have  been 
made  as  the  basis  of  a  prescription. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Third  District  Court.  The 
action  was  brought  to  recover  for  goods  sold  and  delivered ;  the 
plaintiff's  bill  of  particulars  therefor  amounting  to  $98.75.  The 
answer  denied  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  alleged  payment 
of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  averred  that  plaintiff  was  indebted  to 
defendant  for  medicines  sold,  and  for  medical  services  rendered, 
and  demanded  judgment  for  a  balance  claimed.  The  bill  of  par- 
ticulars of  defendant's  claim  amounted  to  $58.60. 

On  the  trial,  after  the  plaintiff  had  proved  the  sale  and  delivery 
alleged,  a  witness  named  Page  was  called  for  the  defendant,  who 
testified  that  he  was  connected  with  Dr.  Grey,  (the  defendant),  in 
his  office.  Was  not  his  partner,  but  had  the  privilege  of  his 
office  in  consideration  of  answering  for  him  when  he  was  absent 
Had  no  interest  in  his  fees  or  business.  He  knew  of  plaintiff 
coming  to  Dr.  Grey's  office  for  medical  treatment  Heard  him 
say  he  came  for  an  operation.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  objected 
to  the  witness  being  allowed  to  state  anything  which  would  tend 
to  disclose  the  nature  of  plaintiff's  disease,  because  the  commu- 
nication by  him  to  the  witness  was  of  a  confidential  character, 
made  to  him  as  a  physician,  and  as  connected  with  defendant 
in  his  office.  The  justice  sustained  the  objection,  and  excluded 
every  question  tending  to  show  the  nature  of  the  disease  for 
which  the  plaintiff  was  treated. 

On  the  part  of  defendant,  it  was  further  made  to  appear  that 
the  plaintiff  had  formerly  rendered  a  bill  for  that  which  he  now 
claimed  to  recover,  charging  only  $26.75.  See  WilUama  v. 
Glenny,  16  N.  Y.  R  889. 

The  justice  rendered  judgment  in  &vor  of  plaintiff  for  $20.25. 
The  defendant  appealed. 
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F,   Upton  FennOj  for  the  appellant 

W.  C.  Carpenter^  for  tlie  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — ^This  judgment  must  be 
reversed.  The  bill  rendered  to  the  defendant^  bj  the  plaintiff) 
was  given  in  evidence,  and  the  plaintiff  admitted  that  it  was  the 
onl}'  bill  he  had  rendered.  This  bill  showed  that  the  amount  of 
the  plaintiflTs  claim,  as  fixed  by  himself,  was  but  $26.75,  thon^ 
he  claimed,  by  his  bill  of  particulars,  for  the  same  items,  $98.75. 
By  the  ruling  of  the  justice,  which  was  altogether  errooeous,  flie 
defendant  was  cut  off  from  showing  the  nature  of  the  disease  for 
which  he  had  treated  the  plaintiff  a  knowledge  of  which  iras 
essential  to  estimate  properly  the  full  value  of  the  service  which 
the  defendant  had  rendered.  C!ommunications  made  to  a  phy- 
sician while  attending  in  a  professional  capacity,  do  not,  by  the 
general  rules  of  evidence,  come  within  the  class  of  privileged 
communications,  {Dutchess  of  Kingston's  case,  11  Har.  243;  1 
Grecnl.  §  248) ;  and  our  statute,  (2  R  S.  406,  §  73),  being  in 
derogation  of  the  general  rule  of  law,  cannot  be  extended  beyond 
its  express  term.  It  applies  only  to  cases  of  communications  and 
information,  acquired  by  a  person  duly  authorized  to  practice 
physic,  while  attending  a  patient  in  his  professional  capacity,  and 
which  communications  or  information  were  necessary  to  enable 
him  to  prescribe  for  the  patient  The  witness  Page  stood  in  no 
such  relation  to  the  plaintiff  nor  was  it  shown  or  offered  to  be 
shown  that  the  statement  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  Page  was  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  Page  to  prescribe  for  him,  or  was  stated 
to  Page  to  enable  Grey  to  prescribe  for  him.  Even  the  pliunli^ 
who  having  offered  himself  as  a  witness,  and  who  could  claim  no 
such  exemption,  as  the  inquiry  related  directly  to  the  matter 
in  issue,  was  exempted  by  the  ruling  of  the  court  from  stating 
anything  respecting  the  nature  of  the  disease,  while  he  testified 
that  he  had  paid  Dr.  Grey  $4,  and  supposed  that  that  was  all 
that  he  charged.  Without  inquiring  as  to  the  nature  of  the  proof 
of  the  value  of  the  picture,  or  whether  there  was  any  evidence 
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of  its  delivery  to  the  defendant  after  it  was  re2)aired,  os  it  was  of 
little  or  no  value  before,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  reversal  of  the 
judgment  that  the  defendant  was  precluded  from  showing  the 
nature  of  the  dise^ase  for  which  he  had  treated  the  plaintiff,  and 
had  performed  an  operation  upon  him,  and  which  may  have  been 
very  material  to  enable  the  defendant  to  show  the  true  value  of 
his  services.  The  defendant's  bill  was  $58.50,  and,  allowing  the 
defendant  $50  for  the  picture,  which  is  all  he  claimed  in  his  bill 
of  particulars,  and  taking  the  other  items  at  the  amount  fixed  by 
himself  in  the  bill  he  rendered  to  the  defendant,  his  claim  would 
amount  to  $76.75  at  its  utmost  limit,  from  which  is  to  be  de- 
ducted $6.50,  paid  by  Grey,  reducing  it  to  $70.25.  Now,  Grey's 
bill,  $58.50,  deducted  from  this,  would  leave  the  balance  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiflF  $11,75,  and  he  had  judgment  for  $20.25.  It  is 
plain,  therefore,  that  the  justice  did  not  allow  Grey  the  full 
amount  of  his  claim,  and  as  he  would  not  allow  him  to  give  evi- 
dence which,  upon  the  mere  inspection  of  Grey's  bill,  it  is  evi- 
dent was  essential  to  prove  the  nature  of  the  service  he  ren- 
dered and  the  value  of  it,  the  judgment  cannot  be  sustained. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Thokas  Gillek  v.  John  L.  Hubbakd,  impleaded  wpfh 
Garret  Van  Clevb  and  George  Rybrson. 

Where  ft  building  oontrict  ipedfies  a  man  to  be  deducted  for  any  particular 
omiaaion  or  failure  in  its  performance  bj  the  contractor,  tlie  owner  cannot,  in  a 
proceeding  bj  a  aub-contractor  to  enforce  a  lien  acquired  under  the  Mechanics' 
Lien  Law,  claim  any  other  or  greater  rate  of  deduction  by  reason  of  tlio  omis- 
aaona^  for  the  purpose  of  showing  himself  discharged  from  liability  to  the  con- 
tractor. 

Wbere  the  contnust  provides  that  i£,  during  the  progress  of  the  work,  the  con- 
tractor fails  to  supply  a  sufficiency  of  workmen  or  materials,  the  owner  may 
provide  them  after  throe  days*  notice,  and  deduct  the  expense  from  the  contract 
price;  the  owner,  if  he  elects  to  exercise  this  power,  and  under  it  finishes  the 
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building,  cannot  aftcr^'Ards  claim  any  greater  deduction  or  allowance  from  the 
contractor  than  the  amount  expended  or  incurred  in  completing  the  voik 
agreed  on. 

The  contract  having  Airther  required  the  certificate  of  the  architect  to  entitle  the 
contractor  to  any  of  tiie  several  payments  specified  iu  it,  i/eti^ 

I.  That  when  the  owner,  under  the  clause  previously  mentioned,  undertook  Uie 
coniplolion  of  ilio  building,  he  became  the  contractor  pro  hcpcvice^  and  the  certifi- 
cate was  thereby  rendered  unnecessary. 

JI.  That  tho  recovery  in  such  a  case  would  bo  the  sum  remaining  unpaid  upon  the 
contract ;  after  dcduoiing  the  amount  expended  in  completiiig  the  woric,  and  tbe 
Buuis  stipulated  iu  tiie  couLract  iur  ai^  failures  or  omissions. 

Apr£AL  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  a  refezeo, 
The  action  was  brought  by  a  sub-contractor  to  enforce  a  mechan 
id's  lien  on  a  building  erected  in  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  defendant^  John  L.  Hubbard,  was  owner  of  the  buildiQi 
in  question,  he  having  contracted  with  the  defendants,  Van  Clev  i 
and  Ryersou,  for  the  erection  of  it.  The  plaintiff  was  employed 
by  Van  Clcve  and  Ryerson  to  furnish  materials  for  and  buili 
the  stairs  in  the  house,  which  he  did,  and  thereby  became  enti* 
tied  to  receive  from  them  $199.  For  this  amount  he  filed  a  no* 
tice  of  lien. 

The  contract  for  the  erection  of  the  building  required  Van 
Clevc  and  liyurson  to  furnish  all  the  carpenter's  work,  agreeably 
to  certain  drawings  and  specifications  made  by  the  architect,  and 
complete  the  same  on'  or  before  April  1st,  1855,  in  a  good,  sub- 
stantial and  workmanlike  manner,  to  the  satisfaction  and  under 
the  direction  of  the  architect,  to  be  testified  by  a  writing  or  oe^ 
tificate  under  his  hand.  Tho  payments  were  to  be  made  in  cer- 
tain sums,  proportioned  to  the  progress  of  the  building,  and  it 
was  provided  ''  that  in  each  of  the  said  cases  a  certificate  be  ob- 
tained and  signed  by  the  said  architect," 

The  contract  also  contained  the  following  clauses : 

"  Second — Tiio  contractor,  at  his  own  proper  cost  and  charges, 
is  to  provide  all  manner  of  materials  and  labor,  scaffolding,  ioi- 
plements,  moulds,  moilels,  and  cartage  of  every  description,  for 
the  duo  performance  of  the  several  erections.  Third. — Should 
the  owner,  at  any  time  during  the  progress  of  the  said  building, 
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request  any  alteration,  deviution,  additioDs,  or  omissions  from 
the  said  contract,  the  same  shall  be  made,  and  shall  in  no  way 
affect  or  make  void  the  contract,  but  will  be  added  to  or  deducted 
from  the  amount  of  the  contract,  as  the  case  may  be,  by  a  feir 
and  reasonable  valuation.  Fourt/i. — Should  the  contractor,  at 
any  time  during  the  progress  of  the  said  works,  refuse  or  neglect 
to  supply  a  sufficiency  of  materials  or  workmen,  the  owner  shall 
have  the  power  to  provide  materials  and  workmen,  after  three 
days'  notice  in  writing  being  given  to  finish  the  said  works,  and 
the  expense  will  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  contract. 
Fi/ih, — Should  any  dispute  arise  respecting  the  true  construction 
or  meaning  of  the  drawings  or  specification,  the  same  shall  be 
decided  by  the  architect,  S.  A.  Warner,  and  his  decision  shall  be 
final  and  conclusive ;  but  should  any  dispute  arise  respecting  the 
true  value  of  the  extra  work  or  works  omitted,  the  same  shall  be 
valued  by  two  competent  persons  ;  one  employed  by  the  owner, 
and  the  other  by  the  contractor ;  and  those  two  shall  have  power 
to  name  an  umpire,  whose  decision  shall  be  binding  on  all  parties. 
Sixth. — The  owner  shall  not  in  any  manner  be  answerable  or  ac- 
countable for  any  loss  or  damage,  that  shall  or  may  happen  to 
the  said  works,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof  respectively,  or  oi 
any  of  the  materials  or  other  things  used  and  employed  in  finish- 
ing and  completing  the  same,  loss  or  damage  by  fire  excepted. 
If  one  cedar  closet  is  omitted,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars  is 
to  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  this  contract.  If  the  painting 
is  omitted,  the  further  sum  of  four  hundred  dollars  is  to  be  de 
ducted  from  the  amount  of  this  contract'' 

The  performance  of  the  required  work  was  entered  upon,  but 
not  proceeding  satisfactorily,  or  being  finished  within  the  time 
ag^rced  on,  the  defendant  Hubbard,  the  owner,  gave  the  noti  ^'^- 
ferred  to  in  the/ourtJi  clause  of  the  contract,  and  thereupon 
ceeded  to,  and  did  complete  the .  building ;  and  the  question  t. 
case  presented,  was,  whether  anything  was  due  upon  the  contract 
to  which  the  lien  would  attach,  after  deducting  the  amount  ex- 
pended in  completing  the  work,  the  value  of  any  omissions  or 
failures  in  its  performance,  and  any  damages  which  the  owner 
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was  legally  entitled  to,  and  shown  to  liave  resulted  from  its  non- 
performance. 

The  action  Was  referred,  and  the  referee  reported  that  at  tke 
time  of  filing  the  notice  of  lien,  there  was  due  on  the  contract 
from  the  owner,  the  sum  of  $199,  and  for  fhat  sum  judgment  was 
given.  The  defendant  Hubbard,  the  owner,  appealed,  and  the 
facts  other  than  those  stated,  and  which  seem  material  to  the 
question  presented,  are  given  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Man  <t  Rodman,  for  the  appellant 

I.  The  plaintiff  was  bound  to  show  that  at  the  time  of  filing 
•the  lien,  something  was  due,  or  that  subsequently  somethiDg  be* 
-cam^  due,  on  the  contract,  by  the  owner  to  the  contractors,  which 
they  could  have  recovered  in  an  action  against  the  owner. 
Spalding  v.  King^  1  E.  D.  Smith,  717  ;  Diocon  v.  La  Forge,  id. 
722.  The  last  payment  (the  only  one  in  question,)  never  became 
due,  for  these  reasons,  viz  :  It  was  payable  when  all  the  work 
was  furnished,  according  to  the  plans  and  specifications,  and  pro- 
vided the  architect's  certificate  be  obtained,  and  the  work  done 
to  the  architect's  satisfaction,  expressed  in  writing,  (a.)  The  con- 
tractors never  finished  tlieir  work  in  any  manner ;  but  stopped 
before  it  was  done.  They  could  not  recover  on  the  contract,  be- 
cause they  had  not  performed  it  The  right  to  the  last  payment 
depended  on  the  completion  of  the  whole  job.  Paige  v.  Oft, 
6  Denio,  406 ;  Champlin  v.  Rowley,  18  Wend.  187 ;  Oimningham 
v.  Jones,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  650 ;  White  v.  Hewitt,  1  id.  826.  In  ot- 
der  to  sustain  this  judgment,  the  referee  should  have  found  that 
the  contract  was  performed  by  the  contractors.  On  the  contrary, 
he  finds  that  it  was  not  performed,  (ft.)  The  payments  were  all 
conditioned  upon  the  performance  of  the  work  to  the  architect's 
satisfaction,  expressed  by  his  certificate.  That  was  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  payment.  Smith  v.  Driggs,  8  Denio,  78 ;  Adam 
V.  Mayor,  dc,  4  Duer,  808. 

II.  The  referee  finds  that  the  house  was  worth  $2,000  a  year. 
By  the  contract,  the  carpenter  work  was  to  be  completed  by  the 
1st  April,  1855.     It  was  not  finished  until  about  Ist  January, 
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1856.  Hubbard  has  a  just  claim  for  damages  against  the  con- 
tractors for  the  loss  of  rent,  which,  at  that  rate,  is  about  $1,500. 
This  was  a  just  and  valid  set-off  against  any  claim  of  the  con- 
tractors. It  was  a  right  of  action  which  could  not  be  discharged 
or  waived  by  parol,  even  if  there  was  any  evidence  of  such  a  dis- 
charge or  waiver,  which  there  is  not,  Allaire  v.  Whitney^  1  Hill, 
484 ;  affirmed,  1  Com.  305 ;  McKnighi  v.  Dunhp,  1  Seld.  337. 
Besides,  this  is  a  proceeding  in  which  any  legfil  or  equitable  de- 
fence may  be  set  up  by  the  owner  against  the  contractor.  Otvens 
v.  Dickerson^  1  E.  D.  Smith,  691.  The  question  is,  what  is  due 
on  the  contract?  Any  claim  for  loss  of  rent,  or  delay,  may  be 
proved  under  that  issue.     Ocurdier  v.  Thorp^  1 E.  D.  Smith,  697. 

III.  Van  Cleve  k  Ryerson  could  not  recover  on  a  quantum 
meruit^  but  only  on  the  contract,  by  proving  performance.  5 
Denio,  406 ;  18  Wend.  187 ;  Smith  v.  Brady,  17  Smith's  N.  Y. 
Rep.  178. 

In  England  the  rule  is  different.  Here,  both  the  rule  of  law 
and  the  provision  of  the  lien  law  require  that,  in  order  to  the 
plaintiffs  recovery,  money  must  be  due  on  the  contract,  so  that  the 
contractor  could  recover  it  in  an  action  on  the  contract  against 
the  owner.  The  referee  also  erred  in  disregarding  the  agreement 
to  submit  all  questions  as  to  extras  or  omissions  to  arbitration  or 
to  the  architect  Smith  v.  Brady,  (^HPm)  Harbis,  J. ;  Buder  v. 
Tueher,  24  Wend.  447. 

BeAe,  Dean  S  Donohue,  for  the  respondent 

I.  The  report  of  a  referee,  like  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  is  conclu- 
sive where  there  is  no  decisive  preponderance  of  evidence  against 
its  conclusions.  Eaton  v.  Benion,  2  Hill,  576 ;  Easterly  v.  Cole, 
1  Barb.  236;  6^0^71  v.  Broxon,  3  Barb.  119 ;  Quackenbush  v.  Ehle, 
6  Barb.  469. 

II.  The  conclusion  of  a  referee  on  conflicting  evidence  will 
not  be  set  aside.  Spencer  v.  Utica  and  Schenectady  Raxbroad  Co.^ 
6  Barb.  887. 

III.  The  questions  in  this  case  were  purely  questions  of  £ekct^ 
and  are  fblly  sustained  by  the  evidence. 
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IV.  The  only  questions  were,  whether  Van  Cleve  k  Rjerson 
had  entered  into  the  contract  with  the  plaintiff  set  out  in  bis 
complaint,  and  whether,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  notice  of  his 
claim,  there  was  anything  due  from  Hubbard  to  Van  Cleve  k 
Ryerson ;  and  the  referee  having  passed  upon  these  questioDS^ 
and  his  findings  not  being  against  the  weight  of  evidence^  tbe 
report  should  not  be  set  aside. 

V.  The  contract  provided  that  if  the  contractor  n^lect  to 
complete  the  work  after  three  days'  notice,  in  writing  the  owner 
might  do  so,  and  tbe  expense  should  be  deducted  from  the 
amount  of  the  contract  This  leaves  the  contract  in  existence, 
and  provides  the  penalty  to  be  suffered  by  the  contractor.  The 
contractor  could,  therefore,  recover  on  the  contract,  less  the 
amount  which  may  have  been  paid  by  the  owner  to  finish.  The 
referee  allowed  the  owner  for  all  the  expense  he  was  put  to  in 
finishing  the  building. 

By  the  Court,  Brady,  J.— The  defendant  agreed  that  if  tbe 
contractor  should,  at  any  time  during  the  progress  of  the  wcvk 
to  be  done  under  the  contract,  refuse  or  neglect  to  supply  a  anf- 
ficienoy  of  materials  or  workmen,  that  he  should  have  the  powei 
to  provide  the  materials  and  workmen  after  ''  three  days'  notice 
in  writing  being  given  to  finish  the  work,'*  and  that  the  expense 
would  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  tbe  contract.  And  tbe 
defendant,  acting  upon  this  part  of  the  contract,  and  after  the 
alleged  abandonment  of  the  work  by  the  contractors,  notified 
them  that  they  were  required  to  supply  the  requisite  materials 
and  workmen  for  the  completion  of  the  contract,  and  that  in  de- 
fault thereof  he  would  supply  the  same,  and  deduct  the  expense 
thereof  from  the  contract  price.  The  penalty  for  a  fiiilure  or  re> 
fusal  to  supply  materials  and  workmen  appears  to  have  been  de- 
termined by  the  contract,  and  to  have  been  understood  and 
acted  upon  by  the  defendant.  If  the  contract  had  been  sikot 
upon  the  subject,  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  reUeving  the 
defendant  from  any  of  his  alleged  grievances,  beoause,  the  con- 
tractors having  failed  to  perform  their  contract,  the  plaintifl^  tf 
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a  lienor,  could  not  recover.  Neville  v.  Frost,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  62 : 
Cunninghctm  v.  Jones,  8  E.  D.  Smith,  650;  Smith  v.  Brady^  17 
New  York  Rep.  172. 

It  seems,  from  the  testimony  in  this  case,  that  the  principal 
omissions  of  the  contractors  were  the  painting,  and  the  construc- 
tion of  one  cedar  closet ;  and  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  the 
penalty  for  such  omissions  was  regulated.  If  one  cedar  closet 
was  omitted,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars  was  to  be  deducted 
from  the  amount  of  the  contract ;  and  if  the  painting  was  omitted, 
the  sum  of  four  hundred  dollars  was  to  be  deducted  in  like  man- 
ner. It  may  be  said,  with  propriety,  in  reference  to  this  part 
of  the  contract,  that  it  gave  to  the  contractors,  if  they  thought 
proper  so  to  do,  the  right  to  omit  one  cedar  closet  and  the  paint- 
ing, and  thus  qualified  the  engagement  to  finish  the  building  ac- 
cording to  the  plans  and  specifications  of  which  these  things 
were  a  pari  But  whether  that  be  so  or  not,  the  defendant  can- 
not claim  for  those  items  more  than  he  has  agreed  to  accept,  and 
cannot  ask  more  than  a  reduction  of  the  amounts  agreed  upon 
for  these  omissions.  In  determining  the  obligation  of  the  con- 
tractors, the  whole  contract  must  be  considered ;  and  thus  con- 
sidered, it  is  an  agreement  to  erect  and  furnish  all  the  carpenter's 
work  of  a  dwelling  house  ou  or  beibro  tlie  ist  of  April  following 
its  date,  with  a  proviso  that  if  the  contractors  should  refuse  or 
neglect  to  supply  a  sufficiency  of  materials  or  workmen,  the  de- 
fendant should  have  the  power,  on  a  notice  of  three  days,  to 
finish  the  work  and  deduct  the  expense  from  the  amount  of  the 
contract  And  with  a  further  proviso,  that  if  one  closet  were 
omitted,  and  the  painting  omitted,  a  deduction  of  five  hundred 
dollars  could  be  made  by  the  defendant  in  the  manner  before 
stated.  These  features  of  the  agreement  gave  the  defendant  the 
means  of  preventing  any  unnecessary  delay  in  the  performance 
of  the  work  contemplated,  and  the  power  of  substituting  himself 
for  the  contractors  upon  the  happening  of  the  contingencies  ex- 
pressed. Doubtless  he  might  have  disregarded  the  power  thus 
conferred,  and  have  rested  upon  his  right  to  have  the  work  per- 
formed at  the  time  agreed  upon;  but  he  did  not  adopt  that 
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course,  and,  having  acted  upon  the  contract,  must  abide  by  the 
consequences.  The  omission  of  the  contractors  to  furnish  the 
certificate  of  the  architect,  required  by  the  contract^  is  answered 
by  the  fSeu^t  that  the  defendant  undertook  to  finish  the  work  for 
the  contractors,  who,  not  having  done  it,  were  not  entitled  to  the 
certificate.  The  contractors  would  not  be  entitled  to  the  certifi- 
cate if  the  painting  was  omitted,  although  the  deduction  for  such 
omission  agreed  upon  was  a  qualification  of  the  contract  as  to 
the  parties  themselves.  It  was  not  so  as  to  the  architect  His 
certificate  depended  upon  the  contractors'  performance.  The 
nintli  payment  was  to  be  made  when  the  work  was  completely 
finished  according  to  the  plan  and  specifications^  provided  the 
certificate  of  the  architect  was  obtained.  When  the  defendant 
undertook  to  do  the  work,  as  already  mentioned,  the  architect's 
certificate  was  not  only  unnecessary  in  fact^  but  as  a  matter  of 
form.  The  relation  of  the  parties  was  changed,  and  the  defend- 
ant became  the  contractor  pro  hoec  vice.  This  view  of  the  cose 
disposes  of  the  objections  made  to  the  right  to  recover,  and 
leaves  to  be  considered  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  the 
contractoiB  and  the  defendant  The  contractors  were  entitled  to 
the  sum  of  $950,  and  $76  for  extra  work,  making,  in  all,  $1,02& 
The  defendant  was  entitled  to  $500  for  the  omission  of  one  cedar 
closet  and  the  painting,  $160.56  for  glass  put  in,  and  $58  for  the 
cost  of  completing  tin  roof  and  a  difference  in  the  skylight, 
making,  in  all,  $718.56,  which,  deducted  irom  $1,026,  would 
leave  a  balance  of  $307.44  due  to  the  contractors.  The  defend- 
ant, however,  insists  that  he  is  also  entitled  to  a  deduction  of  at 
least  $416  for  rent  of  the  premises  from  the  13th  October  to  1st 
January,  1856,  when  the  premises  were  finished.  This  claim  is 
based  upon  the  agreement  of  the  contractors  to  finish  their  work 
on  the  1st  April  and  the  value  of  the  house  per  annum,  esti- 
mated at  $2,000  as  a  rental 

The  referee  finds  that  the  rent  of  the  house  was  $2,000  per 
annum,  but  does  not  find  that  the  defendant  sustained  any  dam- 
ages  by  reason  of  the  contractors'  failure  to  finish  the  premises  oa 
1st  April.    Indeed  there  is  no  finding  on  that  subject     The  de- 
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fendant  did  not  set  up  such  damages  in  his  answer,  although  he 
gave  proof  of  the  rental  without  objection ;  yet,  so  Sbu*  as  the 
referee^s  report  is  concerned,  the  parties  have  treated  the  matter 
as  of  little  importance.  The  defendant  has  only  excepted  to  that 
part  of  the  referee's  report  whereby  he  finds,  as  conclusions  of 
&ct,  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  contractors  in  the 
sum  of  $200,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  acquired  a  lien  for  the 
sum  of  $199.  The  exceptions  are  to  conclusions  of  law,  and  not 
to  the  findings  of  fact;  and  the  defendant  has  failed  to  present 
the  case  in  such  manner  that  we  can  reverse  the  judgment  on 
the  ground  suggested ;  and,  as  the  referee  has  allowed  the  de- 
fendant all  his  expenses,  the  judgment  will  be  afiSrmed. 
Judgment  afl&rmed. 


William  Kain  v.  Joseph  Hoxik  and  others. 

f  n  an  action  to  recover  rent  reserved  in  a  lease,  agaiust  a  party  in  possoaaion  of  de- 
mised premises,  a  prima  facie  right  to  recover  is  established  hy  showing  him  to 
have  been  in  actual  possession  at  the  time  the  rent  became  due. 

In  such  a  case  the  presumption  of  law  is,  Uiat  he  occupied  as  assignee  of  tlie  original 
lessee. 

This  presumption  may,  however,  be  rebutted,  and  the  party  exonerated  from  lia- 
bility to  the  lessor,  by  showing  that  he  was  not  assignee  in  fact,  and  had  no  interest 
in  the  lease,  but  occupied  by  permission  of  the  lessee  as  under-tenant  or  otherwise. 

And  where  it  appears  tliat  the  party  thus  in  possession  did  not  possess  the  eutiro 
estate  of  the  original  lessee  in  the  term  demised,  no  recovery  can  be  had. 

The  liability  of  an  assignee  of  a  lease  rests  upon  his  estate,  and  when  a  party  in 
possession  of  demised  premises  shows  that  no  estate  is  vested  in  him,  it  follown 
that  be  is  not  Uable  as  assignee. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  at  special  term  upon  trial 
by  the  court  without  a  jury.  The  complaint  alleged  that  one 
Graves  took  from  plaintiff  a  lease  of  certain  premises  in  New 
York  city ;  that  in  August,  1857,  Graves  sold  the  stock,  fixtures, 
steam  engine,  &c.,  used  by  him  upon  the  premises,  to  one  Bald- 
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win ;  that  Baldwin  entered  into  poeseasion  of  the  premises ;  that 
Baldwin  shortly  afterwards  sold  the  stock,  fixtures,  and  steam 
engine  to  defendants,  who  entered  into  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises, and  continued  in  occupation  thereof  until  November  1, 
1857.  The  complaint  claimed  that  defendants  were,  by  open- 
tion  of  law,  assignees  of  the  lease,  and  were  liable  to  plaintiff  fiv 
the  quarter's  rent  due  November  1, 1857. 

On  the  trial,  after  the  plaintiff  had  proved  the  execution  of  the 
lease  to  Graves,  as  set  out  in  the  complaint,  Baldwin  was  called 
as  a  witness.  He  testified  that  in  September,  1857,  Graves  wai 
in  &iling  circumstances ;  that  to  secure  witness,  who  was  indor 
ser  for  him,  Graves  turned  out  to  him  the  stock,  fixtures,  and 
machinery  employed  by  him  in  carrying  on  his  box  making 
establishment,  upon  the  premises  demised  by  the  lease.  Witness 
took  the  property  to  secure  himself,  without  intending  to  carry 
on  the  business.  He  ordered  the  men  to  go  on  making  boxes, 
until  he  could  dispose  of  the  property.  On  October  1,  1857,  he 
sold  the  stock,  fixtures,  &c.,  to  defendants,  and  gave  them  pos- 
session. Witness  did  not  hire  the  premises  from  Graves,  nor 
was  the  lease  or  any  interest  in  the  lease  assigned  to  him ;  nor  did 
he  assign  any  lease,  or  any  interest  in  any  lease,  to  defendants. 

The  defendants  testified  that  no  assignment  of  the  lea^iC,  or  of 
any  interest  in  it,  was  ever  made  to  them.  They  had  offered  to 
pay  pro  rata  for  the  time  they  were  in  occupation  of  the  prem- 
ises ;  which  was  refused. 

It  appeared  that,  after  the  sale  by  Graves  to  Baldwin,  Graves 
made  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  to  one 
Howell  Hoppock. 

The  following  facts  were  found  by  the  judge,  before  whom  the 
cause  was,  by  consent,  tried  without  a  jury,  as  established  by  the 
evidence  at  the  trial : 

FiraU  Graves  hired  of  plaintiff  the  premises  under  the  lease 
set  out  in  the  complaint.  Second.  On  the  4th  day  of  September, 
1857,  Graves  being  then  in  possession,  turned  out  to  D.  A.  Bald- 
win, a  steam  engine  and  fixtures,  used  in  box  manufacturing, 
then  on  the  premises,  mentioned  in  said  lease  to  secure  him  for 
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certain  indorsements,  and  gave  him  po&^essio.n  of  the  said  prop- 
erty. ThinL  Graves,  on  the  5th  day  of  September,  1857,  made 
and  delivered  to  Howell  Hoppock,  the  assignee  therein  named, 
a  general  assignment  of  all  his  property,  aud  the  said  assignee 
thereupon  accepted  the  same,  and  the  trusts  therein  mentioned, 
but  declared  that  he  would  not  take  the  leases,  because  there  was 
no  money  in  them.  Fourth.  Baldwin  manufactured  on  the  prem- 
ises till  October,  1857,  when  he  sold  to  the  defendants  the  stock 
and  fixtures,  Fifih,  The  defendants  entered  on  the  premises  and 
manufactured  till  the  1st  of  November,  1857.  Sixili.  Baldwin 
offered  to  pay  plaintiff  one  month's  rent,  and  the  defendant  Hoxie 
offered  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  the  premises  from  the 
time  he,  the  said  defendant,  acquired  any  interest  in  the  steam 
engine  and  fixtures,  at  the  same  time  denying  his  liability  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  any  rent  for  the  premises.  Seventh.  No  assignment 
of  the  lease,  or  of  any  interest,  or  of  any  term  therein,  was  ever 
made  to  Baldwin,  or  to  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them. 

And  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  upon  the  facts  so  found,  the  judge 
held  that  the  defendants  were  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
rent  claimed. 

Upon  exceptions  interposed  to  this  conclusion,  and  from  the 
judgment  entered  thereon,  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Augustus  W.  Clason,  for  the  appellant 

I.  Baldwin  came  upon  the  premises  by  the  sufferance  or  per 
mission  of  the  lessee.  As  to  the  landlord,  he  was  in  the  place 
of  Graves.  5  Cow.  129 ;  8  Wend.  175.  The  defendants  entered 
through  Baldwin.  An  entry,  immediate  or  remote,  through  a 
tenant,  is  an  entry  in  subordination  to  the  lease.  2  Wend.  489 ; 
2  Sand.  597 ;  4  Sand.  869 ;  12  Barb.  253 ;  18  Barb.  608. 

IL  An  entry  in  subordination  to  a  subsisting  lease,  and  pos- 
session when  rent  accrues,  charges  the  possessor  as  an  assignee 
by  operation  of  law.  He  can  only  be  discharged  by  proving  a 
condition  incompatible  with  that  relation.  9  Cow.  8S.  The 
reason  is  obvious.     An  entry  is  by  right  or  by  wrong. 

III.  The  possessor  is  an  assignee  in  &ct,  an  assignee  by  opera- 
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tioQ  of  law,  a  s  ;!'  t  inant  or  a  trespasser.  The  law  which  presomes 
right,  infers  a  tenancy,  fixes  his  legal  relation  to  the  laodloid, 
and  concludes  him  by  his  possession,  unless  he  show  the  trae 
state  of  his  title.  12  Wend.  555 ;  4  Hill,  113.  It  is  no  answer 
to  this  conclusion  that  he  is  not,  and  that  another  is,  assignee  in 
fact  Such  answer  does  not  explain  the  possession,  nor  state  a 
right.  This  rule  of  law  is  not  harsh ;  for  he  who  occupies  the 
land  of  another,  must  have  some  right  for  his  occupation. 

IV.  Nor  does  such  an  answer  meet  the  rule,  for  there  is  a 
privity  of  estate,  as  well  as  a  privity  of  contract  12  Wend. 
555  was  an  action  upon  privity  of  contract,  and  the  issue  was 
upon  privity  of  contract  That  issue,  the  court  properly  held, 
was  not  sustainable  by  proving  privity  of  est^ate. 

V.  This  action  is  upon  privity  of  estate.  If  the  defence  can 
be  sustained,  then  a  liability,  arising  fix)m  privity  of  estate,  can 
always  be  defeated  by  showing  want  of  privity  of  contract 
Iloppock  was  not  assignee  in  fact  As  general  assignee  he  refused 
to  take  the  lease,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do.  12  Barb.  253.  In- 
deed, after  the  sale  of  the  engine,  and  delivery  of  possession  of 
the  premises  to  Baldwin,  it  is  doubtful  if  the  general  assignee 
could  have  entered  into  possession. 

Nadianiel  B.  Uoxie,  for  the  respondents. 

I.  No  assignment  of  the  lease,  or  of  any  interest,  or  of  any 
term  therein,  having  been  at  any  time  made  to  the  defendants, 
or  either  of  them,  no  cause  of  action  whatever  exists  against 
them.  This  is  a  conclusion  of  fact  found  by  the  judge,  and  no 
other  conclusion  could  have  been  arrived  at  upon  the  testimony. 
Taylor  on  Land.  &  Ten.  (2  ed.)  §  450;  Williams  v.  Woodward, 
2  Wend.  487 ;  Quackenboss  v.  Clark,  12  Wend.  555. 

II.  The  matters  stated  in  the  complaint,  if  proven,  uncontra- 
dicted and  unexplained,  would  amount  to  no  more  than  a  pre- 
sumption of  law,  that  there  was  an  assignment  of  the  lease  or 
term.  Prima  facie  evidence  merely  of  an  assignment  The  rule 
is  simply  one  of  evidence.    Cases  supra, 

III.  This  presumption,  if  sufficiently  created,  was  overcome 
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and  destroyed,  and  this  prima  facie  evidence  rebutted  and  con- 
tradicted by  the  most  abundant  testimony.  Not  only  was  it 
proven  that  no  such  assignment  was  ever  made  to  or  accepted 
by  the  defendants,  but  it  was  proven  that  an  assignment  of  the 
lease  in  question  was  made  to  and  accepted  by  Hoppock  long 
before  the  alleged  occupation  of  the  defendants.  Durando  v. 
Wyman,  2  Sand£  S.  C.  R.  597.  (a.)  The  vague  suggestion  that 
Hoppock  would  not  take  the  leases,  in  no  degree  affects  the  as- 
signment and  acceptance,  and  cannot  vary  the  legal  effect  there- 
of; and,  moreover,  was  made  casually  to  Baldwin  alone  after 
the  execution  of  the  assignment  and  acceptance.  Mead  v.  Phil- 
lips, 1  Sandf.  Ch.  R.  85. 

lY.  There  is  no  principle  of  law  that  estops  these  defendants 
to  deny  any  assignment  to  them  of  this  lease  or  term.  Not  one 
of  the  elements  of  an  estoppel  exists  in  the  case.  Neither  the 
offer  of  Baldwin,  nor  of  the  defendant  Hoxie,  qualified  as  they 
were,  can  avail  the  plaintiff  for  any  purpose.  They  were  purely 
gratuitous. 

V.  There  is  neither  privity  of  contract,  nor  of  estate,  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  and  the  judgment  should  be 
affirmed. 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — In  June,  1856,  the  plaintiff  leased 
to  one  Graves  the  premises  No.  365  Green^vich  street,  in  this 
city,  for  the  term  of  21  months  from  the  first  of  August  follow- 
ing, at  the  yearly  rent  of  $500,  payable  quarterly.  On  Septem- 
ber  4,  1857,  Graves,  being  then  in  possession  under  the  lease, 
sold  to  one  Baldwin  the  machinery  and  fixtures  upon  the  prem- 
ises, and  on  the  next  day  executed  and  delivered  to  Howell  Hop- 
pock a  general  assignment  of  all  his  property  for  the  benefit  of 
bis  creditors.  After  the  sale,  Baldwin  went  upon  the  premises, 
and  used  the  machinery  until  about  the  1st  of  October  thereafter, 
when  he  sold  it  to  the  defendants,  who  also  continued  its  use  in 
the  same  manner  until  the  1st  of  November  following,  on  which 
day  a  quarter's  rent  became  due.  This  was  demanded  of  tho 
defendants,  and  payment  being  refused,  the  plaintiff  brought 


314  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

KuB  T.  Hoxi 


this  action  to  reoorer  it  from  them  as  assignees  of  the  lease.  The 
defendants  denied  being  sncb  assignees,  and  set  up  that  the  lease 
f-assed  under  tbe  assignment  to  Hoppock. 

A  trial  ^-as  had  before  Jud^  BitADT,  without  a  jury,  who 
found,  in  addition  to  the  £ict5  staled,  '*  that  no  assignment  of  the 
lease,  or  of  acv  interest  therein,  or  of  anv  term  therein,  was 
ever  made  to  Baldwin  or  to  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them." 
Judgment  was  given  for  the  defendants.  No  exception  was 
taken  to  the  finding  of  the  judge,  and  upon  this  appeal  bj  the 
]  U!n:itF  we  are  only  called  upon  to  determine  whether,  on  the 
facts  stated,  the  defendants  are  liable. 

In  actions  like  this  the  rule  of  law  is  well  settled,  that  the 
plaintiff  establishes />n ma  facie  his  right  to  recover  by  showing 
that  the  defendant  was  in  pc>ssession  of  the  premises  at  the  time 
tiie  rent  becaiiiC  due,  and  the  presumption  of  law  then  attaches 
that  he  was  in  as  assignee  of  the  original  lessee.  Armstrong  v. 
Wneeler,  9  Cowen,  SS:  iri7jVfl?«<  v.  HV-iirarc/,  2  Wend.487; 
Prjvosi  V.  Calder,  2  WonJ,  5 IS. 

But  this  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  the  defendant  show- 
ing the  real  nature  of  his  occupation.  He  may  prove  that  he  is 
not  aisipiee,  or  that  lie  is  UTider  tenant,  or  occupying  by  pe^ 
liii.sdion  of  the  lc:?see,  or  ha^s  some  lesser  estate,  or  no  estiite  or 
interest  whatever  in  the  lease,  and  thus  exonerate  himself  from 
liability  for  rent  to  the  original  lessor.  2  Phillipps  on  Evid.  (7 
London  ed.,)  151 ;  Hof/ord  v.  Hatch,  1  Doug.  183 ;  Taylor's 
Land.  &  Ten.  (1st  eil.)  221 ;  Durando  v.  Wyman,  2  Sand.  S.  C. 
C97 :  Qiim-kei'hobs  v.  Clarice^  12  AVenJ.  553.  And  unless  it  ap- 
jK-ars,  presumptively  or  otbcrwLse,  that  the  defendant  possesses 
the  entire  estate  of  the  original  lessee  in  the  term  demised,  no 
recovery  can  be  had.     lloljord  v.  Hutcli^  supra. 

Here  it  was  conclusively  shown  by  the  evidence  at  the  trial, 
and  BO  found  by  the  judge,  that  the  defendants  never  had  any 
interest  whatever  in  the  lease  ;  and  it  would  seem  the  most  thai 
could  be  said  of  them  is,  that  they  occupied  the  premises  for  the 
period  of  one  month  without  objection  from  any  one.  This 
may,  and  probably  did,  make  them  liable  for  such  use  and  oceu* 
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pation  to  the  lessee,  or  his  asaigDee ;  but  it  created  neither  privity 
of  contract  nor  estate  between  them  and  the  plaintiff.  Their 
haying  so  occupied  did  not  estop  them  from  denying  that  they 
were  assignees,  and  showing  the  nature  of  their  possession.  But 
were  it  otherwise,  which,  however,  I  do  not  concede,  it  would 
be  enough  to  say  that  the  evidence  upou  this  point  was  admit- 
ted at  the  trial  without  objection,  and  it  is  now  too  late  to  raise 
any  such  question. 

In  the  language  of  Ch.  J.  Savage,  in  Quackenhoss  v.  Clarke^ 
{supra) :  '^  The  liability  of  the  assignee  rests  upon  his  estate^  and  it 
is  clear  that  when  it  is  shown  that  no  estate  is  vested  in  the  de« 
fendant,  it  follows  that  he  is  not  liable  as  assignee." 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Benjamin  Clapf  v.  Roswell  Graves. 
Hekby  B.  Clapp  v.  The  Same. 

A  Judgment  of  affirmance  having  been  given  upon  an  i4)perl,  the  appellant  made  ap- 
pUcatioQ  at  the  next  term  after  judgment  was  entered,  for  an  order  grantiiig  leave 
to  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals.  Both  parties  were  heard  on  the  application, 
but  tlie  oourt  flid  not  announce  its  decision  grunting  the  motion,  until  the  term 
had  passed,  //e^  that  tho  order  allowing  the  appeal  was  properly  directed  to  be 
entered,  as  of  the  term  when  the  application  wns  made. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  that  when  an  act,  in  whidi  tlie  concurrence  of  the  court  ia  ne- 
cenary,  should  be  done  within  a  specified  time,  and  tlie  party  haa  done  all  he  is 
required  to  do,  he  is  not  to  suffer  irom  tho  courted  de^y. 

IC  in  such  a  case,  the  court  renders  its  deciiiion  after  the  time  has  passed,  it  may  be 
entered  as  of  tbe  time  when  by  law  it  ought  to  have  beou  given. 

Appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term.  The  actions 
were  commenced  in  the  Marine  Court  The  plaintifib  had  judg- 
ment in  both,  and  the  defendant  appealed  to  this  court,  where  the 
judgments  were  affirmed.  The  defendant  then  applied,  under  sec- 
tion  11  of  the  Code,  for  leave  to  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals. 
The  application  was  made  and  argued  at  the  September  term, 
1868,  that  being  the  next  term  after  that  at  which  the  judg- 
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rDert*  :  f  tSErsaiioe  vere  reiidcped :  bm  tibc  application  iras  beild 
Tiiider  ndTiBeTaeHi  Vt  tite  oc»iir:  for  »3me  tame,  so  thai  tlaeir  deci* 
BIOL  smntiDp  ibe  modem  ivhick  is  rroaned.  aaut  24S,  i  iras  not 

Tiie  t-^iirt  aZlDved  lie  order  eramiiir  the  azn>eal  lo  be  ciiiend 
hs  r.i'  SepusLber  lenn.  bd  af  id  biisg  the  case  within  the  le- 
rs'^ir^-znez.:  of  xLe  5La;:;rr;e.  ihas  ihe  leare  must  be  granted  hdon 
"— :^  'iiii  of  iLe  T^erzL.  iiei:  Lfv^r  lihi:  ai  which  the  judgment  vas 
rei*der©d- 

TLe  v'aJT.-tiff  ffnbseqoenilj  moved  ax  special  tezm  to  vacate  the 
eerier  or  modifr  it.  lo  cccrcspond  viih  the  dale  at  which  it  was 
i;'.-: -ilIIt  :::;aie.  The  special  term  denied  the  moitacm,  and  the 
T.l^!::i':fs  £.j.'j«eal€?i  from  u^e  dtciaon  and  the  order  made  theieao. 

Harrifi'jv.n  i  Gn^^  for  the  plaintifEk 

JfAxTi  iriVtafcir.  for  the  defendants 

9 

B  V  tbe  Court,  Dalt,  Fint  Judge. — ^To  authorize  an  appeal  to 
the  Court  of  Appeals,  it  is  neoessazj  b v  the  statute  that  the  gen 
era!  term  should,  br  order  duly  entered,  allow  such  appeal  befim 
tbe  end  of  the  next  term  after  which  judgment  is  entered.  The 
appellant  applied  for  such  an  order  at  the  next  term,  both  parties 
were  heard,  but  the  court  did  not  announce  its  deciaon  until  the 
term  was  passed ;  but  they  directed  the  order  allowing  the  appeal 
to  be  entered  up  as  of  the  term  when  the  application  was  made, 
that  being  the  next  term  after  judgment. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  that  when  an  act  is  to  be  done  within  a 
certain  time,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the  court  is  necessaiy, 
and  a  party  has  done  all  that  he  is  required  lo  do  to  obtain  the 
deciidon  of  the  court,  that  he  is  not  to  suffer  through  the  court's  de- 
lay ;  and  if  the  court  give  their  decision  after  the  term  is  passed, 
it  may  be  entered  up  as  of  the  time  when  by  law  it  ought  to  have 
been  given.  "  It  is  by  no  means  universal,''  saya  Lord  Kenyon, 
in  Pearson  v.  Bowling,  (1  East  405),  to  make  entries  of  judicial 
acts  nunc  pro  tune,  and  the  reason  is  given  in  Orispe  y.  The  Mayor 
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of  BervricJc^  (Vent.  90),  "there  being  no  default  in  the  party,  but 
a  delay  which  came  by  the  act  of  the  court"  So  in  Craven  v. 
Hawley  (Barnes,  255,)  it  is  said,  per  curiam^  "  the  party  must  not 
"eufrer  by  the  court's  taking  time  to  consider."  In  Lure  v.  Ridi^ 
(10  Mod.  80),  a  writ  of  inquiry  was  executed,  and  before  entry  of 
judgment,  which  was  delayed  by  the  act  of  the  court,  the  plain- 
tiff died,  and  it  was  held  that  the  court  having  delayed  the  entry 
of  judgment,  it  should  be  entered  up  as  of  the  proper  term ;  and 
in  Lord  Mohun's  Case  (6  Mod,  59,)  a  rule  for  the  reversal  of  an 
attainder  was  obtained  upon  the  consent  of  the  attorney,  served 
in  the  reign  of  James  IL ;  and  long  after,  in  the  reign  of  Anne, 
the  court  directed  the  clerk  to  make  the  entry,  which  should  have 
been  made  when  the  rule  was  obtained,  declaring  that  they  would 
supply  the  neglect  or  defect  of  their  officers,  that  subjects  should 
not  suffer  by  it,  and  to  the  same  general  effect  are  numerous  au- 
thorities. Taylor  v.  JfaUhews,  10  Mod.  825 ;  Torks  v.  Duke  of 
Beaufort,  1  Burr.  146 ;  Mayor  of  Norwich  v.  Berry,  4  id.  2277 ; 
Astley  V.  Reynolds,  1  Str.  915 ;  Wdb  v.  Spunel,  Barnes,  261 ; 
Toulmin  v.  Anderson,  1  Taunton,  385 ;  Mackay  v.  Rhinelander,  1 
Johns.  C.  408 ;  BlewiU  v.  Tregoning,  4  A.  &  C.  1002 ;  1  Leon, 
187 ;  Latch,  92 ;  1  Sid.  462 ;  1  Williams  on  Executors,  768 ; 
Tidd's  Practice,  982,  9th  Lond.  ed. 

The  motion  below,  therefore,  was  without  foundation,  the  or- 
der allowing  the  appeal  having  been  correctly  entered  by  the 
order  of  the  court  as  of  the  September  term. 

Order  appealed  from  affirmed. 


Clarkson  Underbill  v.  Alpheus  Bsikor  and  others. 

Where  a  confltable  or  party  seeks  to  Justify  the  teldng  of  personal  property,  hj 

yirtue  of  an  exocntion  issued  upon  a  judgment,  the  judgment  record  and  execu- 

tiou  must  be  produced,  and  a  levy  shown  under  it 

The  existence  of  tlie  judgment  and  execution  cannot  be  proven  bjr  parol 

Where  the  parties  to  an  execution  accompany  the  constable  to  the  house  of  the 

defendant,  and,  while  the  constable  pretends  to  sell  otily  "the  right,  title  and 
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lu  'jjt  V  V  •^■*" '  ±.  jroper^  cb  iht  fcenflM  not  bdongiDg  to  bin, 
::-f7  izji'.-.'.i'  ^*  LLi  1.CSSC  ijil-tj^kil  kJ^'-g  is  coocen  witli  them,  in  tbe  re- 
^z-rii  -/  t*  Tr->!rrr  l§  t^c  »=  AirdL-c:^^  ai>:  Bud.  thst  all  mre  liftUetotbe 
rr^e-  £r  tb»  t&I^x  zf  :£«•  ii . yce  .j  iLos  fiifoapd  c/asd  removed. 


Ap?£.iL  It  piAictzlEi  fr«n  a  judgment  of  the  District  Comt 
lor  ti>e  nr«t  disSnct.  llie  sctioii  was  brooghfc  to  reooTer  dam- 
ages for  :ke  conrersicn  of  oerain  chattels,  household  fumitare, 
&c«  bv  ie  cerendants  Alpbeos  Reinor,  Clans  Beinor,  Robert 
Reid  ao-i  otberi 

On  the  trial  before  the  josdce  the  plaintiff  proved  a  chattd 
mortgage  upon  tbe  famiture  izi  qnesdon,  made  by  Mrs.  Soaui 
S.  Hiidprtfc.  tbe  former  owner  of  Ibe  pn^jertr,  to  secure  the 
(AVTcect  of  two  notes,  coe  of  which  was  parable  on  demand, 
and  tbe  ether  fell  doe  on  Jnlv  1.  1357.  l*his  mortgage  was 
dn]  V  filed.  Tbe  notes  referred  to  in  the  mortgage  were  given 
port!  V  for  cash  lent  and  partly  for  milk  sold  bj  the  plaintiff  to 
Mrs.  Hil-.ireth.  At  the  time  of  the  conrendon  aU^ed,  both 
notes  were  cverdne  and  nnra:i. 

The  defendants  justified  on  the  gronod  that  the  propeiij  in 
qaestion  was  soli  by  Reid  as  a  constable,  upon  an  execatkm 
issned  at  the  suit  of  the  Reincrs  against  Mrs^  Hildreth.  It  ap- 
peared, however,  by  the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Hildreth,  that  tbe 
sale  relied  on  took  place  abont  Febmary  1,  1858,  long  after  the 
notes  referred  to  in  the  mortgage  were  overdue  and  unpaid. 
Sbe  testitied  tha;  it  was  commenced  by  defendants  during  her 
absence  from  her  i^dence,  where  the  furniture  was.  She  came 
home,  however,  before  tbe  sale  was  over.  A  portion  of  the 
g«  »ods  had  been  removed  by  purchasers  when  she  arrived,  others 
had  noL  She  was  never  served  u  ilh  anv  summons  in  the  ac- 
tion  in  which  the  allied  execution  was  issued.  She  did  not 
remember  ever  having  seen  the  execution.  She  had  oertounly 
never  seen  the  defendant  Reid,  the  constable,  with  an  execution 
at  her  house. 

The  defendant  Reid  testified  that  he  was  a  constable;  that 
he  called  on  Mrs.  Hildreth,  and  exhibited  to  her  the  execution 
in  the  suit  of  the  Rcinois  agiunst  her.    The  plaintiff^s  counsel 


NEW  YOPiK— APllIL,  1859.  821 


Underbill  v.  ReiDor. 


objected  to  this  statement  on  the  ground  that  no  execution  had 
been  proved,  but  the  objection  was  overruled.  The  witness  ftir- 
ther  stated  that  he  asked  Mrs.  ilildrcth  for  payment  of  the  exe- 
cution, which  she  could  not  make.  lie  then  told  her  he  should 
go  on  and  sell.  She  notified  him  of  the  plaintiff's  mortgage. 
He  then  apprised  the  lieinors,  the  plaintifis  in  the  execution, 
that  he  should  require  a  bond  before  he  would  sell.  They  gave 
him  a  bond,  and  directed  him  to  go  on  and  sell,  which  he  did, — 
proceeding  to  the  sale  with  a  horse  and  cart  for  the  purpose, 
evidently,  of  removing  the  property,  and  accompanied  by  the 
plaintiff  in  the  execution,  who  assisted  in  its  removal.  On  the 
sale  the  constable  announced  that  he  sold  only  the  right,  title 
and  interest  of  Mrs.  Uildreth,  but  it  was  manifest  that  this  was 
intended  to  evade  liability,  by  artifice,  as  the  purchasers  appeared 
to  act  in  concert  with  the  constable  and  the  plaintiff  being  aided 
and  assisted  by  them  in  removing  the  property  from  the  house 
as  soon  as  it  was  struck  off.  Keither  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  Beinors  against  Mrs.  Hildreth,  nor  the  execution  issued  upon 
it,  were  given  in  evidence  by  defendant. 

On  these  facts  the  justice  gave  judgment  for  defendants,  and. 
the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Palmer  (t  McAdarriy  for  the  appellant. 

James  Parker^  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  Court,  Uilton,  J. — This  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover the  value  of  certain  household  furniture,  claimed  to  belong 
to  the  plaintiff,  wrongfully  taken  from  him  by  the  defendants, 
and  by  them  converted  to  their  use.  On  the  trial  it  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff's  ownership  was  derived  under  a  chattel  mort^ 
gage  of  the  property,  executed  to  him  by  Susan  S.  Hildreth, 
dated  June  20, 1857,  and  duly  filed  in  the  register's  office.  That 
the  debt  which  the  mortgage  was  given  to  secure  was  due  and 
unpaid,  and  the  property,  at  the  time  when  it  was  so  taken  by 
the  defendants,  was  in  the  possession  of  the  mortgagor  at  a 
boarding  house  kept  by  her  in  fileecker  street  in  this  city.    The 
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rlefendanta  showed  no  title  to  the  propcrtv.  and  in  no  wav  jxisd 
fied  the  taking,  iiotwithstanding  which  the  jn^tice  gave  jndg 
ment  in  their  favor. 

It  wonll  seem,  however,  from  the  evidence  on  tleir  ran,  that 
they  claimed  to  act  under  an  execution  a'^nst  the  mortgagor; 
bat  no  judgment,  execution  or  levy  was  shown,  and  the  mort- 
gagor testified  that  she  never  was  served  with  a  sommona  in  the 
r.uit,  and  that  she  never  saw  the  execution.  That  on  her  r^ 
turning  home,  about  the  first  of  February  last,  she  found  the 
defendant  J.  R  Reid,  who  appears  to  be  a  constable,  selling  her 
furniture ;  and  the  other  defendants,  it  is  shown,  (except  one  of 
the  Reinors),  were  present,  either  aasisting  in  or  urging  on  the 
sale,  or  removing  the  property. 

Although  there  was  no  direct  proof  of  the  fiict,  yet  it  seems 
ftiat  the  Reinors  were  the  plaintifib  named  in  the  execution  under 
which  Reid  claimed  to  act,  and  who,  as  he  states,  gave  him  a  bond 
of  indemnity  to  "  go  and  sdL" 

Upon  such  evidence  the  defendants  were  all  to  be  deemed 
trespassers  and  equally  liable,  and  on  what  ground  the  justice 
gave  judgment  in  their  favor  it  is  difficult  to  perceive.  He  like- 
wise erred  in  permitting  the  defendants  to  prove  the  existence 
of  the  execution  by  parol,  and  in  allowing  the  notice  of  sale, 
under  which  the  constable  claims  to  have  acted,  to  be  put  in  evi- 
dence. If  the  defendants  desired  to  impeach  the  plaiutifiT's  mort- 
gage, or  his  title  derived  under  it,  it  was  necessary  for  them  to 
}^how  some  right  in  themselves.  To  do  so  they  should  have 
produced  the  judgment  and  execution,  and  shown  a  levy  and 
sale  under  it.  Parker  v.  Walrod,  16  Wend.  514 ;  Earl  v.  Camp^ 
id.  562 ;  Pdsson  v.  Brown,  11  John.  166.  This  was  not  done, 
and  the  exception  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  admission  of  this  proof 
was  well  taken,  and  the  evidence  should  have  been  rejected. 
l^Gowen's  IV.  828,  (8d  ed.);   YaUs  v.  St.  John,  12  Wend.  74 

In  conclusion,  I  may  add  that  it  is  quite  evident  that  the  de- 
fendants intended  to  evade  responsibility,  by  Reid,  the  consta- 
ble, pretending  to  sell  "  only  the  right,  title  and  interest  of  the 
mortgagor  "  in  the  furniture,  while  the  other  defendants,  as  pur* 


k 


NEW  YORK— APHIL,  1859.  323 

Koenig  v.  Nott 

chasers  or  abettors  in  the  sale,  removed  the  goods,  or  counte- 
nanced others  in  their  removal.  But  the  trick  thus  attempted 
is  too  transparent,  and  will  not  screen  them ;  and  the  claim 
based  upon  it  should  not  have  had  any  weight  with  the  justice. 

The  evidence  clearly  shows  an  intent  of  the  parties  to  take 
and  sell  the  property.  The  Reinors  indemnified  the  constable 
Beid  to  sell  it,  who  took  with  him  a  horse  and  cart  for  the  pur- 
pose of  removing  it ;  and  Brown  was  a  purchaser  at  the  sale, 
and  took  or  removed  part  of  the  property,  with  a  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  trick  intended. 

That  individuals  should  connive  at  and  plan  such  proceedings 
is  matter  for  surprise  and  regret,  but  when  a  public  officer  not 
only  aids  and  assists,  but  acts  as  principal  in  attempting  such  an 
outrage  upon  the  rights  of  individuals,  he  deserves  our  unquali- 
fied condemnation. 

The  finding  of  the  justice  was  clearly  erroneous,  and  the  judg- 
ment should  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Mary  Koenig  v.  Hirah  Nott. 

A  oomplflint  in  an  actum  by  a  female  alleged  "that  the  defendant^  with  foroe  and 
anofli  ill  treated  and  made  an  aerault  upon  her,  and  then  and  tliere  debauched  and 
canially  knew  her.'^  Udd,  upon  demurrer,  a  sufficient  averment  of  an  aaaault 
and  battery. 

A  female  upon  whom  a  rape  has  been  committed  may  maintain  an  action  for  the 
injury  sustained.    The  right  of  action  is  not  merged  in  the  felony. 

In  actiooe  brought  in  this  court,  it  is  not  necessary  lo  show  affirmatively  by  the 
complaint,  that  the  court  has  Jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  Uie  defeadant,  or  of  the 
subject  matter  of  the  action.  If  such  an  objection  exists  it  roust  be  presented  by 
demurrer  or  answer. 

Per  HiLTOK,  J.,  dissenting. — In  the  absence  of  tlie  material  ayermont  in  the  oom- 
pliuiit,  that  the  plaintiff  was  raTiahed  without  her  consent,  the  action  ahould  be 
ccmaidered  as  having  been  brought  for  seduction :  and  which  cannot  be  main- 
tained by  the  party  seduced. 

The  general  mle  in  the  construction  of  a  pleading— that  a  party  has  stated  his  case 
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in  the  best  way  which  it  is  capable  of  being  stated — ^bas  not  been  altered  by  tU 
Code. 
The  Ck>de,  bj  requiring  pleadings  to  be  liberally  consUned,  does  not  mean  tliat  sab- 
stantial  averments  may  be  omitted,  and  the  omission  disregarded. 

Appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term,  overruliDg  a 
demurrer  to  the  complaint.  The  complaint  alleged  *'  that  on  the 
1st  day  of  September,  1857,  at  the  city  of  New  York,  the  plain- 
tiff  was  employed  as  a  servant  in  the  fitmily  of  the  defendant; 
that  on  the  said  date,  at  said  city,  the  defendant,  with  force  and 
amis,  ill  treated  and  made  an  indecent  assault  upon  her,  the  said 
plaintiff,  and  then  and  there  debauched  and  carnally  knew  her, 
the  said  plaintif]^  whereby  she  (the  said  plaintiff)  became  prq;* 
nant  and  sick  with  child,  and  so  remained  and  continued  for  the 
space  of  nine  months  then  next  following — at  the  expiration  of 
which  lime,  on  the  24:th  day  of  May,  1858,  she,  the  said  plaintiff 
was  delivered  of  a  child  of  which  she  was  pregnant  as  aforesaid; 
that  in  consequence  of  said  indecent  assault  made  by  the  defend- 
ant on  the  plaintiff,  she  has  suffered  greatly  in  her  health,  and 
became  sick  and  disordered,  and  so  continued  for  the  space  of 
six  months,  during  all  which  time  she  suffered  great  pain,  and 
was  prevented  from  transacting  her  necessary  business  and  affairs, 
and  has  been  greatly  disturbed  in  her  peace  of  mind,  and  baa 
been  otherwise  greatly  injured  to  her  damage  of  one  thousand 
dollars." 

The  defendant  demurred  on  the  following  grounds:  Fintj 
That  this  couit  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant 
or  the  subject  of  the  action,  as  stated  in  the  complaint.  Second^ 
That  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action. 

Judgment  having  been  ordered  for  the  defendant  on  the  de- 
murrer, the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Charles  Waters^  for  the  appellant 

I.  'i'his  complaint  is  not  for  a  seduction  or  loss  of  senrioes,  bat 
for  an  indecent  assault  and  battery,  made  on  the  plaintiff  by 
the  defendant,  of  which  it  is  *'  a  concise  and  simple  statement," 
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as  required  by  the  Code  of  Procedure,  §  142,  subdivision  2, 
page  169. 

IT.  The  right  of  action  of  any  person  injured  by  any  felony, 
sliall  not  in  any  ease  be  merged  in  such  felony,  or  in  any  manner 
affected  thereby.  2  Rev.  Stat.  (4th  ed.)  563 ;  see  also  Sedgwick 
on  Damages,  497,  and  note  and  authorities  there  cited. 

III.  "  Where  the  violation  of  a  right  admits  of  both  a  civil 
and  criminal  remedy,  the  right  to  prosecute  the  one  is  not  merged 
in  ihc  other."  Code,  §  7,  p.  19 ;  see  also  Boardman  v.  ffore,  15 
Mass.  Rep.  836 ;  Bolen  v.  Alexander^  6  Humph.  Rep.  488  ;  Bles^i- 
iiigame  v.  Glover,  6  B.  More,  33 ;  Foster  v.  Commonwealth^  8 
Watts  &  Serg.  77 ;  Cross  v.  Outhrie,  2  Root  (Conn.)  90. 

Wessel  S.  Smith,  for  the  respondent 

I.  The  complaint  does  not  contain  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action ;  because,  1.  The  gist  of  the  action,  as  stated  in 
the  complaint,  is  the  debauching  the  plaintiff  and  getting  her 
with  child.  The  allegations  of  ill  treatment  and  indecent  assault 
are  mere  inducement  to  the  main  charge.  Shufeli  v.  Rowley,  4 
Cow.  58 ;  Moran  v.  Dawes,  id.  412  ;  Dain  v.  Wyckoff,  8  Seld.  191. 

2.  Tins  action  can  only  be  maintained  by  a  parent,  master, 
guardian,  or  one  standing  in  loco  2yartNtis,  for  loss  of  service,  and 
then,  in  order  to  maintain  the  action,  it  must  be  shown  that  there 
was  the  actual  or  constructive  relation  of  master  and  servant, 
and  the  master  must  show  that  he  has  the  right  to  the  services 
of  the  female  debauched.  3  Stephen's  N.  P.  (ed.  1844)  2352 
and  cases ;  Bartley  v.  Rltdimeyer,  4  Com.  38,  43,  48,  and  cases. 

3.  But  the  seduced  cannot  support  the  action  in  her  own  name, 
ifame  cases ;  Cowden  v.  Wright,  24  Wend.  429,  430 ;  ]]li2tney  v. 
Hitchcock,  4  Den.  461-463. 

II.  As  to  the  alleged  indecent  assault,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
maintain  this  action  ;  because,  1.  The  complaint  does  not  show 
that  even  a  technical  assault  was  committed.  2.  It  does  appear, 
however,  that  the  alleged  assault  was  committed  with  the  plain- 
tiff's consent,  and  for  the  consequences  of  which  she  was  in  pari 
ilefictOj  and  therefore  cannot  maintain  this  action. 
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V.  .'j/i*j,aff,  4  J.  li.  2t!rJ ;  Jja,':-*^  v.  ZTi-if.;  .,  o  C.-y.  221 :  deir- 
'/ji;.d  V.  /^</r.'5.  6  Vr^-l  4.SS :  Z^jir^-:.  t.  JET-vriV.,  9  ii  233; 
/Vy/.<«  V.  K*A>/:f,  7  ilili,  3&.  aid  ^.-cies :  Gr:\zr  v.  GjuII^  20  Weci 
2J7.  2.  T;>;  c-,a-;/l«l:ii  ii,  iLrrcf«j:c,  LaU&Uj  de:Vc:ive,  in  not 
averring  that  iL-;  jjliiiMiS' was  a  reside^:  o^  or  j^rsoaally  served 
V. itii  :■;';  h'i:iiii/j\».i  'A'ith:::  I'ae  ci:v  aM  cxuntv  of  New  York,  or 
within  the  j'iri.yLction  of  ti.ii  court.  3.  This  objc-ciioa  is  prop- 
rrily  au'i  HufficieLtly  raised  by  the  demurrer,  and  is  not  waived 
by  tlic  doR-ndaiit  apj/eariiig  aoJ  taking  the  objection.  Code, 
::i  111,  ir.,  140;  ^.''/c/t  V.  X  r.  ^t  iZ  i?/?.  Co.,  15  Pr.  R  17, 
arid  ca-*** ;   ITiis^/Zi  v.  Tht  M'jyor^  etc.,  id.  500. 

\,  '1  he  grounds  of  demurrer  are  sufficiendj  stated.  Code, 
gill,  and  ca.sas,  (ed.  1855). 

Dalv,  First  Ju^lge. — The  averment  in  the  complaint  is  not  of 
an  OHsault  merely,  but  of  a  batteiy  also.  Tlie  plaintiff  avers  that 
the  deleiKlant  wiUi  force  and  arms  made  an  assault  upon  her,  and 
tltm  and  Uiere  debauched  and  carnally  knew  her.  As  every  bat- 
tery includes  an  aasault,  it  is  the  usage  in  pleading  to  aver  both, 
as  is  <lone  here.  (2  Chitty  PL  851,  6th  Am.  ed.)  The  ground 
of  action  in  this  complaint  is  the  debauching  and  carnally  knovv- 
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ing  the  plaintiflf,  which  is  averred  to  have  been  done  by  force. 
The  VI  ct  arviis  clause  is  not  limited  to  the  averment  of  an  as- 
sault, but  is  connected  by  the  copulative  with  what  followS|  and 
relates  equally  to  the  debauching  and  carnally  knowing  That 
this  is  an  averment  of  an  assault  and  battery,  does  not,  in  my 
opinion,  admit  of  a  doubt  A  battery,  which,  as  before  suggest- 
ed, always  includes  an  assault,  and  the  statement  of  which  in 
pleading  is  always  accompanied  by  an  averment  of  an  assault, 
is  any  unlawful  touching  of  the  person  of  another,  the  degree  of 
violence  being  immaterial ;  nor  is  it  essential  that  the  act  should 
have  been  willfully  done,  as  it  will  sufiBice  if  the  facts  relied 
upon  show  either  that  the  defendant  was  in  fault,  or  that  the  act 
was  unlawful;  (see  cases  collected  in  2  Greenleaf's  Ev.  §§  84, 
85 ;  1  Saund.  PI.  &  Ev.  141,  5th  Am.  ed.) ;  and  certainly  the 
averment  here,  that  the  defendant  by  force  debauched  and  car- 
nally knew  the  plaintiff  is  a  battery  within  this  definition. 

The  doubt  in  respect  to  this  complaint  has  arisen,  I  apprehend, 
from  the  pleaders  employing  the  form  of  averment,  "assaulted, 
debauched  and  carnally  knew,"  which  was  usual  in  actions  of 
trespass  vi  el  amiis^  brought  by  a  father  for  the  seduction  of  his 
daughter,  or  by  a  husband  for  a  criminal  conversation  with  his 
wife.     Thus,  iu  Woodtoard  v.  WaUon,  (1  Bos.  &  Pul.  N.  S.  477), 
which  was  an  action  of  trespass,  the  averment  was,  that  the  de- 
fendant, with  force  and  arms,  assaulted,  debauched  and  carnally 
knew  the  plaintili's  daughter;   and  in  liigaut  v.  GaUisard  (7 
Mod.  80,)  the  court  say,  "  if  a  man  find  another  man  in  bed  with 
his  wife,  he  may  have  an  assault  and  battery  against  him." 
Thus,  in  the  forms  in  Chitty,  for  action  of  trespass  vi  et  annui 
for  criminal  conversation  or  seducing  a  daughter,  the  averment 
is  always,  assaulted,  debauched  and  carnally  knew,  (2  Chitty's  PI. 
856,  6th  Am.  ed.),  and  to  the  same  effect  are  numerous  authori- 
ties.    Mac/adzen  v.  Olivant,  6  East.  387 ;  BenneU  v.  OkoU^  2  T. 
It.  166 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Marriage,  E.  2.     Although  in  such  actions  the 
injury  is  to  the  relative  rights  of  the  father  or  husband,  yet  as  he 
is  not  supposed  to  assent  to  the  act,  it  is  regarded  as  done  forci- 
bly as  against  him,  and  for  damages  sustained  by  him  per  quod, 


328  COUBT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Kocoig  T.  Soci. 

iervitium  amisiL  or  per  quod  ccni^oriiium  amisii^  trespass  vt  et  armiSj 
was  considered  a  proper  form  of  action. 

Lord  Holt  is  reponei  to  have  said,  in  Russell  y.  Come^  (2  Li 
Rav.  1032  :  1  Selk.  119),  that  a  man  could  not  maintain  an  action 
against  another,  for  assaulnng  his  daughter  and  getting  her  with 
child,  unless  there  had  been  an  unlawful  entry  into  the  plaintiff's 
premises,  in  which  case  the  assault  upon  the  daughter  would  be 
an  aggravation  ;  but  the  accuracy  of  Lord  Bajmond's  recollec- 
tion of  what  was  said  bv  Holt,  was  doubted  in  Woodward  v.  IFal- 
iouj  (stq/raj,  and  tbe  law  was  held  to  be  otherwise,  upon  the  au- 
thority of  an  earlier  case  than  the  one  in  Raymond,  {Guy  v.  Liver- 
sey,  Cro.  Jac.  501 :  2  Roll.  R.  51),  which  was  an  action  of  as- 
sault and  battery,  in  which  the  plaintift*  recovered  for  a  battery 
inflicted  by  the  defendant  upon  him,  and  also  for  the  loss  of  the 
service  and  companionship  of  his  wife,  who  went  with  the  de 
fendant  and  lived  with  him  in  a  suspicious  manner ;  and  Chobfi' 
ley's  Case,  cited  in  the  foregoing,  where  a  man  brought  an  action 
for  tlie  battery  of  his  wife,  and  recovered  for  the  injury  to  him 
thereb}'.  A  man  might,  therefore,  bring  trespass  i;i  ei  amiis  for 
the  seduction  of  his  wife,  daughter  or  servant,  or  for  an  assault 
and  batter}'  upon  them,  and  hence  the  averment  of  assaulted,  de- 
bauched and  curnaliy  knew,  in  all  the  forms — for  whether  the 
carnal  knowledge  was  with  or  against  the  will  of  the  wife  or 
daughter,  the  action  was  equally  maintaiuable.  No  forms  appear 
in  a  case  like  the  one  now  before  us,  because  for  seduction  the 
women  had  no  cause  of  action,  {Ilainilioa  v.  Loniox,  26  Barb. 
615),  and  if  a  carnal  knovledge  of  her  person  was  obtained 
against  her  will,  it  was  a  rape,  and  the  civil  action  was  merged  in 
the  felony.  Our  statute  has  changed  the  law  in  this  respect,  (3 II 
S.  589,  5th  ed.),  and  a  woman,  upon  whom  a  rape  has  been  com- 
mitted, may  maintain  an  action  for  the  personal  injury,  and  in 
stating  her  cause  of  action,  it  is  sufficient  if  her  complaint  con- 
forms to  what  was  essential  in  the  way  of  averment  in  actions  of 
trespass  for  injuries  to  the  person. 

The  averment  of  the  plaintiff  here  is  that  the  defendant  made 
an  indecent  assault  upon  her,  and  then  and  there  debauched  and 
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carDally  knew  her.  It  has  been  shown,  from  the  cases  cited 
that  upon  the  averment,  a8saultc<l,  debauched  and  carnally  knew, 
a  father  or  husband  might  bring  an  action  for  the  injury  done  to 
him  by  an  assault  and  battery  upon  the  person  of  his  wife  or 
daughter;  and  if  that  form  of  averment  would  be  sufficient  in 
an  action  by  him  for  the  injury  done  to  his  relative  right,  it 
would  be  equally  so  in  an  action  by  the  daughter  for  the  direct 
injury  done  to  her.  It  is  an  averment  of  an  injurj*^  to  the  person, 
unlawfully  inflicted,  by  force,  and  sufficiently  describes  the  act 
that  caused  the  injury  wlioever  brings  the  action. 

The  demurrer  in  this  c.  se  was  interposed  and  sustained  by  the 
judge  at  the  special  term,  upon  the  assumption  that  the  words, 
made  an  indecent  assault,  and  then  and  there  debaucbed  and 
carnally  knew,  imported  nothing  more  than  the  seduction  of  the 
plaintiff,  for  which  she  could  maintain  no  action.  I  have  al- 
ready pointed  out  the  mistake  that  the  party  demurring  has  fal- 
len into,  as  I  suppose,  from  finding  these  words  exclusively  used 
heretofore  in  actions  for  seducing  a  daughter  or  a  wife,  and  in- 
ferring thereby  that  thc3'^  Amounted  to  nothing  more  than  an 
averment  of  seduction.  And  I  also  apprehend  that  he  has  not 
entirely  comprehended  the  full  extent  of  the  meaning  of  the  word 
"  debauched,"  which  the  plaintifl*  has  used  ns  descri])tive  of  the 
act  or  injury  done  to  her,  and  which,  in  our  ordinary  dictionaries, 
is  defined  "  enticed,  led  astray,  vitiated  or  corrupted ;"  but  which, 
especially  when  used  as  a  legal  word,  has  a  more  extended  sig- 
nification. The  verb  '*to  debauch"  is  a  word  of  French  origin, 
compounded  of  the  preposition  "(fe,"yrowi,  and  "&a7/c/<f,"  an  old 
Armorican  word  in  use  in  Brittanj',  meaning  shop,  ami  signify- 
ing, in  its  compound  sense,  to  entice  or  draw  one  away  from  his 
work,  employment,  or  duty.  Lumer,  Dictiovairie  des  Scietxcea  et 
des  Arts,  Paris,  1806.  It  is  in  this  sense  of  enticing  and  cor- 
rupting that  it  came  into  use  in  our  language,  as  will  be  found 
by  a  reference  to  one  of  the  earliest  authorities  for  the  meaning 
of  English  words,  (Phillips'  New  Worid  of  Words,  1696,)  where 
it  is  defined  "to  corrupt  one's  manners,  to  make  lewd,  to  mar  or 
spoil ;"  a  sense  in  which  it  bad  been  previously  used  by  Ben 
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JonsoQ  and  by  Shakspeare.  Bailey,  in  his  Dictionary,  some 
twenty  years  after,  adds  furtlier,  '^  to  seduoe  and  vitiate  a  woman.'* 
As  applied  to  a  woman,  the  word,  as  thus  defined,  meant  merelf 
seduction.  But  in  the  folio  edition  of  Bailey  (by  Scott,  1755), 
the  meaning  of  the  word  was  extended  "  to  seduce  and  viobk  a 
woman.''  It  is  in  this  twofold  sense  that  it  is  used  in  the  law 
forms,  and  which  it  has  now  fully  acquired  as  a  general  word. 
McKenzic,  in  his  English  Synonyms,  (London,  1854:),  defines  it  to 
"ravish,  deflower,  violate;"  and  it  is  used  in  Worcester's  Dictioii- 
ary  (l>(^ston,  1847),  as  an  appropriate  definition  for  the  word  "con- 
stuprato,"  from  the  Latin  coastuprOj  meaning  to  violate.  There  is 
authorit}',  therefore,  in  the  legal  forms  and  in  the  lexicographers, 
for  the  use  of  the  word  in  the  sense  in  which  the  plaintiff  has 
employed  it.  But  the  complaint  would  be  good  even  without 
this  word.  The  words  assaulted,  and  then  and  there  camaUj 
knew,  are  sufficient  In  Tullidfje  v.  llacfe,  (3  Wils.  18),  which 
was  an  action  of  trespass,  the  averment  was  simply  that  the  de* 
fondant,  with  force  and  arms,  made  an  assault  upon  the  plain- 
tiff's daughter,  and  got  her  with  child.  Here  there  was  nothing 
imputing  seduction — no  word  capable  of  that  signification — ^yet 
the  sufiiciency  of  the  averment  U  sustain  an  action  of  trespass 
was  not  questioned ;  a  case  in  respect  to  which  Sir  James  Mans- 
field remarked,  in  Woodward  v.  Walton^  {supra\  that  there  was 
no  doubt  that  "  every  objection  would  have  been  made  to  the 
form  of  the  declaration  which  could  avail  the  defendant"  For 
these  reasons,  I  think  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint  was  not 
well  taken. 

BuADY,  J. — The  complaint  in  this  case  is,  in  form,  the  state* 
ment  of  a  rape  committed  upon  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant, 
and  one  of  the  questions  psesented  by  the  appeal  is,  whether  for 
such  violence  the  party  aggrieved  can  maintain  an  action  to  le- 
cover  damages.  In  England,  the  civil  right  to  sue  for  injuries 
occasioned  by  a  felony  was  not  merged  o?  destroyed,  but  sus- 
pended until  conviction  or  acquittal.  It  is  the^e  aaid  to  be  the 
duty  of  tlie  party  injured  to  bring  the  offender  V  ;rKice,  or  to 
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make  some  effort  thereto,  and  that  until  that  duty  is  performed^ 
lie  cannot  maintain  an  action.  2  Black.  Com.  (Book  4,  page  ) 
ed.  1836,  note  8.  Blackstone,  in  the  text,  places  the  doctrine 
upon  the  ground  that,  '*  as  the  public  crime  is  not  otherwise 
avenged  than  by  forfeiture  of  life  and  property,  it  is  impossible 
afterwards  to  make  any  reparation  for  the  private  wrong,  which 
can  only  be  had  from  the  body  or  goods  of  the  aggressor." 
The  rule  will  also  be  found  stated  in  Sedgwick  on  Dam- 
ages, page  471,  (2d  ed.),  with  a  reference  to  cases,  showing  that 
it  has  not  prevailed  in  this  country.  It  does  not  now  prevail  in 
this  state,  and  I  have  not  been  successful  in  finding  any  case  in 
which  it  was  ever  enforced.  The  statute  is  express  on  the  sub- 
ject The  right  of  action  of  any  person  injured  by  any  felony 
shall  not,  in  any  case,  be  merged  in  such  felony,  or  he  in  any 
manner  affected  iliereby.     2  Rev.  Stat.  663,  (6th  ed.) 

This  statute  has  removed  any  impediments  that  may  have  ex« 
isted  by  the  common  law,  and,  therefore,  for  the  assault  and  bat- 
tery committed  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  of 
action  which  may  be  enforced,  and  on  the  trial  of  which  she 
could  prove,  in  aggravation  of  damages,  the  consequences  of 
that  assault  The  gist  of  the  action,  however,  is  force  and  vio- 
lence. If  the  plaintiff  consented  to  the  debauchery  she  cannot 
recover,  and  it  should  appear  by  the  complaint  that  such  was 
not  the  case.  The  Code  requires  a  plain  and  concise  statement 
of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action,  and  provides  that 
the  sufficiency  of  a  pleading  shall  be  determined  by  the  rules 
therein  prescribed.  Sections  140,  141.  The  plaintiff,  in  the 
statement  of  the  violence  committed  by  the  defendant,  charges 
that  the  defendant^  "  with  force  and  arms  ill  treated,  and  an  in- 
decent assault  made  upon  her,  and  then  and  there  debauched 
and  carnally  knew  her,  whereby  she  became,"  &c.  Under  the 
former  system  of  pleading,  when  it  was  material  to  rely  upon 
actual  force,  as  in  the  case  of  a  forcible  entry,  the  words  manu 
fortij  or  '^  with  strong  hand,"  should  be  adopted ;  but  in  other 
cases  vi  el  armis^  "  or  with  force  and  arms,"  were  sufficient.  1 
Chitty's  PI.  143,  (6th  Am.  ed.)    And  in  actions  of  assault  and 


882  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Koenig  v.  Nott 

battery,  the  declaration  charged  that  the  defendant,  on  a  certain 
day  and  place,  assaulted  the  plaintiff,  and  then  proceeded  to 
state  the  grievance  according  to  the  facts.  See  2  Chitty's  PL, 
(cd.  supra^)  pages  848,  849.  The  complaint  herein,  in  adopting 
the  phraseology  of  the  old  forms,  has  departed  from  the  roles 
wliich  the  legislature  has  established ;  but  the  facts  embraced  in 
the  complaint,  though  improperly  stated  according  to  the  exist- 
ing provisions,  are,  nevertheless,  sufficient  to  constitute  a  caaae 
of  action.  If  tlie  defendant,  with  force,  ill  treated  the  plaintifi) 
and  made  an  indecent  assault  upon  her,  and  with  force  debauched 
her,  upon  the  conclusions  herein  expressed  a  cause  of  action  ex- 
ists, and  though  to  the  form  of  stating  it  there  may  be  an  objec 
tion,  that  objection  is  not  the  subject  of  demurrer.  CJode,  §  144 
The  remedy,  if  any,  is  by  motion  to  make  the  complaint  more 
definite  and  certain.     Cude,  §  160. 

The  remaining  question  is  embraced  in  the  proposition,  that 
the  complaint  is  fatally  defective  in  not  stating  that  this  court  bas 
acquired  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  plaintiff,  or  the  subject 
matter  of  the  action,  and  this  objection  is  predicated  of  the  6ct 
that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  was  a  resident  of,  or 
personallj-  served  with  process  within  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York,  or  within  the  juiisdiction  of  this  court.  The  answer  to  this 
proposition  is  simple.  The  defendant  may  demur  to  the  complaint 
when  it  shall  appear  upon  the  face  thereof  that  the  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  defendant,  or  the  subject  of  the  action.  Code, 
§  144.  And  when  that  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
comphiint,  the  objection  may  be  taken  by  answer.  Code,  §  147. 
It  does  not  appear,  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint,  either  that  the 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  t!ie  defendant,  or  of  the  subject 
matter  of  tlie  action,  and  therefore  the  cause  of  demurrer  docs 
not  exist.  If  the  court,  in  fact,  has  no  such  jurisdiction,  the  de- 
fendant must  set  it  up  by  answer,  and  his  demurrer  upon  that 
ground  fails. 

I  think  the  jud^ent  of  the  special  term  should  be  reversed. 

Hilton,  J.,  (diss3ntin2). — The  complaint  alleges  that  on  Sep- 
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tember  1,  1857,  at  New  York  city,  the  plaintiff  was  employed  as 
a  servant  in  the  defendant's  family,  and  on  that  day  the  defend- 
ant^ ''  with  force  and  arms,"  ill  treated  and  an  indecent  assault 
made  upon  her,  and  then  and  there  debauched  and  carnally  knew 
her,  whereby  she  became  pregnant  and  sick  with  child,  and  so 
remained  for  nine  months  thereafter,  at  the  expiration  of  which 
time  she  was  delivered  of  the  child.  That  in  consequence  of 
such  indecent  assault  she  has  suffered  greatly  in  her  health,  be- 
came  sick  and  disordered,  and  so  continued  for  six  months,  suf* 
&ring  great  pain ;  was  prevented  from  attending  to  her  business, 
and  has  been  greatly  disturbed  in  her  peace  of  mind,  and  other- 
wise greatly  injured,  to  her  damage  $1,000,  for  which  judgment 
is  demanded. 

The  defendant  demurs  upon  two  grounds:  1st  That  this 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  or  the 
subject  of  the  action.  2d.  That  the  complaint  does  not  state 
£eu)t8  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

For  the  reasons  stated  by  Judge  Brady,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  first  ground  of  demurrer  is  untenable ;  but  I  do  not  concur 
with  him  in  his  conclusion  that  the  complaint  states  facts  suffi- 
cient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  in  the  construction  of  a  pleading,  that  the 
court  must  assume  that  the  party  ijas  stated  his  case  in  the  best 
way  in  which  it  is  capable  of  being  stated,  and  this  rule  has  not 
been  altered  by  the  Code,  (sec.  159),  which  requires  pleadings  to 
be  liberally  construed,  with  a  view  tj  substantial  justice  between 
the  parties.  Liberally,  as  here  used,  means  that  if,  from  the 
whole  pleading,  it  can  be  seen  that  a  party  has  a  cause  of  action 
or  defence,  he  shall  not  be  deprived  of  it  because  he  has  stated 
it  in  an  improper  or  informal  manner ;  but  it  does  not  mean  that 
substantial  averments  may  be  omitted,  and  the  omission  disre- 
garded« 

It  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  complaint  shows,  as  a 
oause  of  action,  an  indecent  assault  and  battery  committed  by  the 
defendant  on  her,  whereby  she  was  injured  and  sustained  dam- 
age.    An  action  of  this  nature  is  so  easily  stated — rests  upon 
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such  simple  facts — that  there  should  be  no  difficulty  in  dete^ 
mining  whether  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  are  such  as,  lib- 
erally construed,  show  that  such  a  cause  of  action  really  exista 

To  my  mind,  the  complaint  does  not  show  such  a  cause  of 
action.  It  does  not,  in  terms,  allege  that  a  rape  was  committed 
upon  her,  and  a  felony  of  such  a  nature  should  not  be  presumed 
in  the  absence  of  the  material  averment^  that  the  intercourse  was 
a  ravishment,  to  which  she  in  nowise  consented.  Nor  can  we 
infer  from  it  that  the  defendant  committed  an  assault  andbaiHenj 
upon  her,  as  the  legal  signification  of  the  language  used  is,  that  he 
threatened  her  without  touching  her  person,  and  it  is  not  stated 
that  by  the  threatening  she  was  in  any  degree  put  in  bodily  fear. 

Upon  the  most  liberal  construction  of  the  complaint,  this 
should,  in  my  opinion,  be  considered  as  an  action  brought  for 
debauching  and  seducing  the  plaintiff,  and  as  it  is  conceded  that 
an  action  of  such  a  nature  cannot  be  maintained  by  the  part^ 
seduced,  {Barclay  v.  Richineyer,  4  Comst.  48 ;  Whitney  v.  UUchr 
cock,  4  Denio,  461),  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  appealed 
from  sustaining  the  demurrer  should  be  affirmed. 

Order  appealed  from  reversed. 


"  >  Francis  Wood  v.  Norman  Ksllt. 

Where  a  party  has,  in  good  faith,  taken  an  appeal  fVom  a  judgment  of  the  ICarine  or 

a  district  court,  and  through  mistake  has  omitted  to  conform  his  proceedings  to 

the  requirements  of  the  Code,  this  court  maj  permit  such  amendmentB  to  be  wob^ 

plied  as  wiU  make  the  appeal  effectual. 
The  authority  to  do  this  is  distinctly  given  by  the  Code^  and  extends  even  to  per 

mitting  the  notice  of  appeal  to  be  amended,  by  inserting  in  it  the  grounds  of 

appeal 
The  various  provisions  of  law  respecting  amendments  of  proceedings  upon  sppMii 

fh>m  inferior  courts,  reviewed  and  explained. 
The  case  of  TVm  PeopU  v.  Eldridge  (7  Howard  P.  R.  108)  disapproved. 
The  former  jurisdiction  of  Clie  SupericH*  Court,  on  appeals  lh>m  the  Marine  and  jo^ 

tices'  courts,  having  passed  to  this  court,  all  its  powers  as  an  appellate  tribond 

passed  with  such  transfer  of  jurisdiction. 
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This  ooart  poeeeeBes  all  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  of  conntj  courts  thronghont  the 
state. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  term,  upon  a  motion  to 
dismiss  an  appeal  from  a  district  court  The  plaintiflF  having  re- 
covered a  judgment  in  the  First  District  Court  against  the  defend- 
ant, the  latter  appealed  to  the  general  term  of  this  court.  The  un- 
dertaking for  costs  filed  by  him  was,  however,  drawn  in  the  form 
usual  in  appeals  from  the  special  to  the  general  term  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  and  was  not  drawn  in  compliance  with  section  854 
of  the  Code.  The  plaintiff  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal  on  the 
ground  of  this  defect  in  the  security.  The  judge  at  special  term 
granted  the  motion,  with  $10  costs,  unless  the  appellant  within 
five  days  filed  and  served  an  undertaking  in  the  form  required  by 
statute  on  appeals  from  the  district  courts,  and  pay  the  costs  oi 
the  motion.  The  defendant,  within  the  time  prescribed,  filed  the 
proper  undertaking  and  paid  the  costs.  The  plaintiff  appealed 
from  the  order,  contending  that  the  court  had  no  power  to  allow 
the  filing  of  a  new  bond,  and  that  an  order  dismissing  the  appeal 
absolutely  should  have  been  made. 

J.  W.  Oulver,  for  the  appellant 

Wakeman  d:  Latting,  for  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — Of  the  power  of  this  court 
to  allow  an  amendment,  or  to  allow  something  to  be  supplied 
vrhich  has  been  omitted  by  mistake,  where  a  party  has,  in  good 
faith,  given  notice  of  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  or 
district  courts,  so  as  to  conform  the  proceeding  to  the  require 
ments  of  the  Code,  we  have  never  entertained  any  doubt  We 
have  even  allowed  the  notice  to  be  amended  by  inserting  the 
grounds  of  appeal.  See  case  referred  to  in  L-win  v.  Moore,  (13 
How.  410),  decided  at  the  general  term,  in  July,  1856.  The  au- 
thority to  do  so,  on  such  terms  as  may  be  just,  is  distinctly  confer 
red  in  the  general  provisions  respecting  appeals  (§  827,)  where  the 
party  has,  in  good  faith,  given  notice  of  appeal,  but  omitted  through 
mistake  to  do  some  other  act  necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal. 
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When  the  declaratory  provisiou  in  section  8,  to  which  our  at- 
tention is  called,  was  enacted  in  1848,  the  Superior  Court  of  this 
city  was  the  appellate  tribunal  of  the  Marine  and  district  courts, 
(Code  of  1848,  §  302),  and  hence  the  name  of  that  court  was 
inserted  in  that  portion  of  the  section  relating  to  appeals  to  the 
courts  there  enumerated,  as  contradistinguished  from  actions  in 
the  courts  previously  enumerated;  and  tbe  name  of  the  Superior 
Court  still  remaiijs  in  that  part  of  the  section,  though  it  has  no 
longer  any  appellate  power  in  such  cases,  the  jurisdiction  it  then 
exercised  having  been  conferred  exclusively  upon  this  court  hj 
the  amendment  of  the  Code  in  1849,  (Code  of  1849,  §  351),  and 
all  the  powers  which  it  exercised  in  1848,  as  such  appellate  tri 
bunal,  necessarily  passed  to  this  court  with  the  transfer  of  juii» 
diction.  The  8th  section  declared  that  the  second  part  of  the 
Code  should  relate  to  appeals  to  the  Court  of  Appeals^  the  So* 
preme  Court,  the  county  courts  and  the  Superior  Court  of  this 
city,  and  consequently  the  general  provisions  respecting  appeals 
ap])lied  to  all  these  courts,  except  so  far  as  they  were  modified 
or  limited  by  the  chapter  relating  to  each  court  specifically.  This 
jurisdiction  of  the  Superior  Court  upon  appeals  from  the  Marine 
and  district  courts,  having  been  transferred  to  this  court,  all  the 
provisions  of  the  Code  relating  to  such  appeals,  applied  thereafter 
to  this  court  as  well  as  all  new  enactments  relating  to  such  ap* 
peals.  In  the  following  year,  1849,  the  general  provisions  re- 
specting appeals  (Chapter  I  of  Title  XI,)  were  materially  altered, 
and  among  the  new  provisions  was  tbe  one  before  refisried  to, 
authorizing  the  court  to  allow  an  amendment  where  notice  of  ap 
]ieal  was  given  in  good  faith,  but  some  act  omitted  through  mis- 
take, which  was  necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal,  and  which  we 
have  always  construed  as  applying  to  appeals  firom  the  Marioe 
and  district  courts  to  this  courL  During  the  ten  years  that  this 
court  has  had  cognizance  of  these  appeals,  all  its  judges  have  been 
uniformly  of  the  opinion  that  the  provisions  of  the  chapter  enti* 
tied  *'  Appeals  in  General,"  so  &r  as  they  were  applicable,  appUed 
to  this  class  of  appeals,  as  well  as  to  any  other.  The  decision  of 
Judge  Babculo,  (iVyfe  v.  EUlridge^  7  How.  108),  to  which  we 
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are  referred,  was  a  special  term  decision.  It  has  been  frequently 
called  to  our  attention,  but  has  never  been  approved  or  followed 
by  any  member  of  the  court,  and  it  was  fully  considered  when 
the  decision  previously  referred  to,  in  July,  1856,  was  renJt^red 
at  general  term. 

The  amendment  of  1858,  which  declares  that  the  appeal  shall 
be  ineffectual  unless  the  prescribed  undertaking  is  executed 
within  the  time  limited,  is  not  in  its  general  scope  and  object  any 
more  stringent  than  the  previous  provision,  which  declared  that 
the  prescribed  undertaking  required  by  §  384  must  be  executed, 
"  to  render  an  appeal  effectual  for  any  purpose,"  and  yet  under 
that  provision,  and  before  the  provision  was  enacted  declaring 
that  the  court  might  amend  where  notice  of  appeal  was  given  in 
good  faith  (§  827,)  it  was  held  in  Wilson  v.  Allen,  (8  How.  868), 
that  the  Supreme  Court  might  amend  a  defective  undertaking, 
given  upon  appeal  with  the  consent  of  the  sureties,  so  as  to  make 
it  conformable  to  the  Code.  There  is  nothing  in  the  amendment 
of  1858  indicating  any  intention  to  restrict  or  limit  the  power  of 
the  court  to  amend,  as  .provided  for  in  §  827,  and  under  that  sec- 
tion the  power  to  allow  a  new  undertaking  to  be  filed  is  ample. 

The  respondent  having  accepted  the  $10  costs,  imposed  by  the 
judge  below,  as  a  condition  on  permitting  the  amendment,  it  may 
be  doubted  whether  he  could  thereafter  appeal  from  the  order. 
He  certainly  could  not  have  both  the  $10  costs  and  a  reversal  of 
the  order,  but  the  appeal  having  been  disposed  of  upon  its  merits,. 
the  decision  of  this  point  becomes  unnecessary. 

The  order  below  must  be  affirmed. 

Hilton,  J. — To  the  reasons  above  assigned,  I  add,  that  this: 
court  possesses  all  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  now  possessed  by 
the  county  courts  throughout  the  state,  and  as  there  can  be  no< 
doubt  that  they  have  the  power  to  permit  an  amendment  to  an^ 
niidertaking  on  an  appeal  to  them,  it  follows  that  a  like  power  is 
^-ested  in  us.    (Sec  Laws  1854,  ch.  198,  §  6.) 

Order  appealed  from  affirmed  with  costs. 

V^OL.  IL  22 
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Wright  and  Jakes  W.  Gillies  v.  Joseph  Crawford. 

Tho  proTiBioDB  of  the  Two  Thirds  Act  (3  R.  &,  6  ed.,  93,  sec.  7,)  idiich  reqaire  tin 
petition  of  the  insoWent  to  the  judge,  to  be  aooompanied  bj  the  affidaTit  of  cacii 
petitioning  creditor,  stating  the  nature  of  his  demand,  with  the  genenl  grouod 
and  consideration  of  such  indebtedness,  is  not  complied  with  bj  an  affidayit  meitlj 
stating  a  sum  to  be  Justly  due  fh>m  the  insolvent  for  two  promissorf  notes,  giren 
for  an  amount  specified. 

And  where  the  affidavit  of  one  of  the  petitioning  oreditora^  whoae  demand  vm 
jaccessary  to  be  included  to  make  up  the  required  two  thirds  in  amount  of  all  tfai 
idfibts  owing  by  the  insolvent,  gave  no  other  statement  of  indebtedness;  kH 
ithat  the  Judge  to  whom  the  petition  was  presented  acquired  no  juriadictioD  tc 
tpreeeed  under  the  act,  and  the  discharge  granted  by  him  was  void. 

iU  MOM,  that  if  the  insolvent,  in  his  petition,  or  the  petitioning  oreditor  fiuls  to  kI 
forth  Xhe  eonsideration  of  the  indebtedness,  the  omission,  in  either  case,  is  tubleel 
to  the  same  rule  of  law ;  and  the  judge  to  whom  the  petition  may  be  presentM 
will  acquire  do  jurisdiction  to  proceed  under  the  act  referred  ta 

Appeal  finom  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  the  sixth 
•district  The  defendant  set  up,  as  a  defence  to  the  action,  a  dis- 
charge under  the  Two  Thirds  Act ;  the  justice  held  the  defence 
established,  and  gave  judgment  in  his  favor.  The  plaintiff  ap- 
pealed. The  grounds  of  objection  to  the  discharge  are  fully 
stated  in  the  opinion-  It  should,  perhaps,  be  mentioned,  in  ad- 
dition to  the  facts  there  stated,  that  it  appeared  by  the  proceed 
ings  to  obtain  the  discharge,  that  the  defendant's  whole  indebt- 
edness was  over  $40,000,  and  there  were  petitioning  creditors  ti: 
the  amount  of  $28,000.  The  notes  held  by  William  Crawford, 
who  was  one  of  those  petitioning,  amounted  to  $4,&00;  so  that, 
^excluding  his  claim,  the  two  thirds  in  amount  of  the  crediton 
•did  not  join  in  the  defendant's  petition. 

LutJier  IL  Marsh  and  Steplien  B,  Brogue,  for  the  appellant 

I.  The  discharge  is  void,  because  William  Crawford,  one  ot 

the  petitioning  creditors^,  did  not  specify  what  his  claim  was  fori 

but  merely  said  that  he  held  two  notes.     '^  The  affidavit  of  tbe 

petitioning  creditor  shall  state  (among  other  things)  the  nature 
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of  the  demand,  and  whether  arising  on  any  written  fiecurity  or 
otherwise,  with  the  general  ground  and  consideration  of  such  in- 
debtedness." 2  R.  S.,  p.  199,  §  7 ;  MaUer  qf  Cook,  15  J.  R  188 ; 
Dupuy  V.  Swart,  3  Wend.  185, 844.  A  specification  that  a  debt 
is  due  on  a  promissory  note,  without  setting  forth  the  considera- 
tion thereof)  is  insufficient    SUdell  v.  Crea,  1  Wend.  156. 

n.  Crawford's  whole  indebtedness  amounted  to  over  $40,000, 
jbout  $28,000  petitioned ;  deduct  $4,500,  the  two  notes  held  by 
William  Crawford,  and  it  will  leave  only  $28,500  as  petitioning 
— ^not  two  thirds  of  his  indebtedness. 

in.  The  affidavit  of  the  publication  of  the  notice  to  creditors 
in  a  New  York  paper,  should  have  been  made  by  some  one  con- 
nected with  the  paper.    2  R  S.,  p.  648,  §  69. 

lY.  The  affidavit  of  service  of  notices  on  creditors,  should 
have  been  sworn  to  before  the  officer  who  granted  the  discharge. 
Stanton  v.  Ellis,  16  Barb.  819 ;  2  Abbott^  178 ;  2  Kernan,  577. 

C.  Patterson,  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Bradt,  J. — The  defendant  pleaded  and  proved 
A  discharge  from  his  debts,  granted  by  the  Hon.  Murray  Hoff- 
HAK,  one  of  the  justices  of  the  Superior  Court  of  this  city,  on 
his  application,  accompanied,  by  that  of  his  creditors.  The 
plaintifib  then  produced,  proved  and  put  in  evidence  the  papers 
on  file  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  this  county  relative  to  the 
discharge,  and  interposed  several  objections  afiecting  the  validity 
of  the  discharge.  One  of  these  objectioas  was  that  the  affidavit 
of  William  Crawford,  one  of  the  petitioning  creditors,  did  not 
state  the  nature  of  the  demand,  with  the  general  ground  and 
consideration  of  the  indebtedness.  The  objection  is  fatal.  The 
affidavit  of  Crawford  states  that  the  sum  annexed  to  his  name  is 
justly  due  to  him  from  the  insolvent,  for  two  promissory  notes, 
one  of  $2,000,  and  one  of  $2,550.91.  The  statute  requires  the 
petitioner  to  annex  to,  and  deliver  with  his  petition,  a  full  and 
true  account  of  all  his  creditors ;  and,  among  other  things,  the 
true  cause  and  consideration  of  his  indebtedness  in  each  case,  and 
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the  place  where  such  indebtedness  accrued  2  R  S.  200,  §  8, 
(4th  edition.)  And  by  the  7th  section  of  the  same  statute  it  is 
provided  that  every  such  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  an 
affidavit  of  each  petitioning  creditor,  which  shall  state,  among 
other  things,  "  the  nature  of  the  demand,  and  whether  arising  on 
any  written  security,  or  otherwise,  with  the  general  ground  and 
consideration  of  such  indebtedness."  The  affidavit  of  Crawford 
does  not  conform  to  this  provision,  and  Justice  Hoffman  never 
acquired  jurisdiction.  Something  more  should  be  stated  than 
that  the  debt  was  due  on  a  note, — Per  Savage,  Ch.  J.  SliM 
V.  JfcCrea^  1  Wendell,  156.  See  also  In  Vie  rncUler  of  Cook^  15 
John.  Rep.  183 ;  McNair  v.  Gilbert,  8  Wendell,  344 ;  StanUm  v. 
EUis,  2  Keman,  575. 

The  statute  requires,  as  we  have  seen,  that  the  petitioner  and 
petitioning  creditor  should  set  forth  the  consideration  of  the  in- 
debtedness ;  and  the  omission  in  either  case  is  subject  to  the 
same  rule  of  law.  It  may  be  said,  perhaps,  and  with  much  pro 
prietj^,  that  greater  strictness  should  be  required  of  the  creditor 
in  the  statement  referred  to,  to  prevent  frauds  that  might  other' 
wise  be  consummated.  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  assign 
any  reasons  to  show  the  utility  of  this  view.  It  is  enough  that 
the  statute  has  declared  that  a  thing  must  be  done  which  has 
not  been  done,  and  the  judgment  must  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Michael  H.  and  Daniel  Cashman  v.  Aaron  H.  Bean. 

In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  deliTored  at  a  specified  date,  the  deTendaat  ap 
pearod,  but  before  trial  paid  the  demand  sued  for,  and  thereupon  the  suit  wv 
diiscontinued.  Subsoquentlj  the  plaintiff  brought  an  aotion  agidnst  him  npoD  • 
demand  of  the  same  general  nature,  existing  at  the  time  the  first  suit  ww  oon 
menoed.    Ildi^ 

[.  That  there  was  no  recovoiy  in  the  first  action,  which,  in  anj  caae^  wonkl  be  • 
bar  to  another  suit. 


J 
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IL  The  demands,  haying  arisen  oat  of  separate  soles^  at  dlflTerent  dates^  and  upon 

8peci6ed  credits,  constituted  independent  causes  of  action. 
To  constitute  a  "  recovery  "  which  would  be  aTailable,  by  way  of  defence,  as  a  bar 

to  another  action  for  the  same  cause,  it  shouid  be  obtained  by  the  judgment  of  a 

court  or  other  competent  tribunaL 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Dislrict  Court 
for  the  sixth  district.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  a 
quarter  cask  of  brandy,  sold  by  the  plaintLfTs  to  the  defendant 
on  August  26, 1857,  on  a  credit  of  six  months.  There  had  been 
a  prior  sale  of  brandy  by  the  plaintiffs  to  defendant,  to  recover 
for  which  plaintiflFs  had  brought  a  former  suit  That  suit  was, 
however,  not  commenced  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  credit 
given  on  the  sale  embraced  in  this  action.  The  defendant  paid 
the  amount  claimed,  and  now  pleaded  the  former  suit  and  pay- 
ment, in  defence  to  this  action.  The  justice  rendered  judgment 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and  defendant  appealed.  Other  details  are 
given  in  the  opinion. 

BurriU^  Davison  (t  BurrtU,  for  the  appellant 
Thomas  E.  Stewart^  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — The  defendant^  on  this  appeal, 
asks  the  application  of  the  familiar  rule  of  law,  that  a  party  who 
sues  and  recovers  for  a  portion  of  an  entire  demand,  shall  be 
barred  of  the  residue ;  and,  as  the  case  has  been  rested  upon  this 
single  proposition,  it  is  only  necessary  to  show  its  inapplicability 
here,  to  determine  the  appeal  taken. 

1st  It  appears  that  no  judgment  whatever  was  rendered  in 
the  action  first  brought^  the  alleged  recovery  in  which  is  set  up 
in  the  answer  as  a  bar  to  the  present  suit  The  evidence  shows 
that  an  action  was  commenced  to  recover  the  price  of  a  quantity 
of  brandy  sold  and  delivered  at  a  specified  time,  that  the  defend- 
ant appeared,  but  before  trial  paid  the  amount  claimed,  and 
thereupon  the  suit  was  discontinued.  This  was  not  a  "  recov^ 
try  "  which,  in  any  case,  would  be  available  as  a  bar  to  another 
suit    No  money  was  obtained  by  the  judgment  of  a  court,  and 
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payment  of  the  amount  claimed  under  such  circnmstanoes  aim* 
ply  went  towards  extinguishing  so  much  of  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand. 

2d.  The  two  suits  related  to  separate  demands  or  transactioDS. 
Each  arose  out  of  a  sale  of  a  distinct  quantity  of  brandy  upon  a 
specified  credit  of  six  months,  expiring  at  different  periods.  In 
the  language  of  Strong,  J.,  in  Secor  v.  Sturges^  16  N.  Y.  Bep. 
(2  Smith,)  548,  "  a  plainer  case  of  distinct,  independent  caiues 
of  action,  could  hardly  be  presented." 

Judgment  affirmed. 


John  G.  Gottsbergeb  v.  John  Badwat. 

Where  a  g^arantj  of  the  payment  of  rent,  to  g^w  due  upon  a  lease,  ia  exprnsed  to 
be  "  in  consideration  of  the  letting/'  it  will  be  intended,  for  the  purpoae  of  giving 
a  consideration  to  the  guarantee,  if  nothing  to  the  contrary  Is  shown,  that  the  land* 
lord  agreed  to  let,  in  consideration  of  the  promise  of  the  surety ;  and  this,  nol* 
withstanding  the  guaranty  bears  date  after  the  lease. 

After  the  execution  of  a  lease  by  the  lessee,  and  of  a  written  guaranty  of  the  pay. 
mont  of  rout  by  a  surety,  the  lessee  called  on  the  lessor,  and  objected  to  taking  pos* 
session  of  the  demised  premises,  on  tlie  ground  of  their  dofectiYe  state  of  repair. 
The  lessor  thereupon  promised  to  make  the  repairs  required. 

JItid,  that  this  promise  was  wholly  without  consideration^  and  the  breadi  thereof  by 
the  If^wor  formed  no  defence  to  aa  action  against  the  surety  upon  bis  guaranty. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court 
for  the  second  district.  The  action  was  brought  against  the  de- 
fendant as  surety  for  one  John  B.  Curtis,  for  the  rent  of  premises 
hired  by  Curtis  from  the  plaintiff.  The  grounds  oif  the  defence 
to  the  action  are  fVilly  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Oeorge  if,  Rea^  for  the  appellant 

Charles  K  Sliea^  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge.— By  an  agreement  in  wridDg. 


J 
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entered  into  January  21,  1858,  between  the  plaintiff  Qottsberger 
and  one  Curtis,  (Qottsberger  agreed  to  let,  and  Curtis  agreed  to  take 
certain  premises  for  a  specified  period  at  a  stipulated  rent,  and  on 
the  28th  of  January  following,  the  defendant  Radway,  in  consid- 
eration of  the  above  letting,  agreed  in  writing  with  Gottsberger, 
to  pay  the  rent  or  any  arrears  thereof  that  might  remain  due,  or 
any  damages  that  might  arise  from  the  non*performance  of  the 
covenants  in  the  agreement  between  (Gottsberger  and  Curtis.  The 
making  of  these  agreements  was  admitted  by  the  pleadings,  and 
to  the  first  objection  taken,  that  the  agreement  of  the  defendant 
is  without  consideration,  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  the  considera- 
tion sufficiently  appears  upon  the  fiice  of  it  That  it  bears  date 
afler  the  agreement  to  let,  makes  no  difference.  It  sets  forth  that 
that  letting  is  the  consideration  for  the  promise  made  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  it  will  be  intended,  though  the  agreement  of  the 
surety  bears  date  afterwards,  if  nothing  to  the  contrary  is  shown, 
that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  let  in  consideration  of  the  promise  of 
the  defendant  afterwards  put  in  writing. 

Upon  the  trial  the  defendant  called  a  witness,  who  testified 
th&t  he  was  present  at  an  interview  between  Gottsberger  and 
Curtis,  on  the  2d  or  8d  of  February,  in  which  Curtis  told  Gotts- 
berger, that  he  and  the  witness  were  to  occupy  the  premises 
together.  The  witness  then  stated  that  the  understanding  be- 
tween him  and  Curtis  was,  that  Curtis  objected  to  taking  the 
premises,  upon  the  ground  that  they  were  not  in  a  sUte  to  be 
comfortable— that  they  required  some  repairs.  After  testify- 
ing to  this  understanding  between  him  and  Curtis,  which  was 
wholly  irrelevant^  the  witness  further  testified  that  at  the  in- 
terview, Gottsberger  said  he  would  make  the  repairs  anil  have 
them  done  by  the  6th  of  February,  and  that  Curtis  objected  to 
diking  poAsesbion  unless  repairs  were  made.  That  the  witness 
went  lo  the  premises  on  the  8th  of  February,  and  the  repairs  bad 
not  been  made,  and  that  Curtis  called  on  Gottsberger  and  said 
he  would  not  take  the  premises  upon  that  ground. 

This  promise  of  Gottsberger,  to  make  repairs,  was  wholly 
vithout  consideration.    Curtis  had  already  made  a  contract  to 
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take  the  premises  for  a  certain  period,  at  a  specified  rent^  and  the 
defendant  had  become  surety  for  the  punctual  payment  of  that 
rent.  That  agreement^  which  was  in  writing,  and  which  was 
executed  by  both  Curtis  and  Grottsbei^ger,  contained  no  coyenant 
or  undertaking  on  the  part  of  Gottsberger  to  make  any  repairsi 
and  if  repairs  were  necessary,  Curtis  would  have  to  make  them 
himself,  the  landlord  being  under  no  obligation  by  his  agreement 
to  make  any.  Munford  v.  Brown^  6  Cow.  475 ;  Pomfret  v.  Ry* 
crofts  1  Saund.  R  820.  In  the  language  of  Savage,  C.  J.,  in  the 
first  of  these  cases,  "  the  tenant  takes  the  premises  for  better  and 
for  worse,"  and  if  the  premises  needed  repair,  or  to  use  the  lan- 
guage of  the  witness,  were  not  in  a  state  to  be  comfortable,  Curtis 
should  have  exacted  an  agreement  to  repair,  before  he  bound 
himself  to  take  the  premises.  Curtis  and  Gottsberger  havbg 
entered  into  a  valid  and  binding  contract  by  which  the  rights 
and  obligations  of  the  respective  parties  were  expressed  and  fixed, 
it  was  necessary  that  some  new  consideration  should  exist,  to 
support  a  promise  by  Gottsberger  to  make  repairs,  or  constitute 
an  agreement  which  would  take  the  place,  change,  or  alter  the 
conditions  of  the  one  already  existing. 

The  question  whether  Curtis  had  hired  other  premises,  was 
wholly  immaterial,  and  was  properly  ruled  out  by  t^e  justice. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Louis  Althof,  administrator,  and  Jane  C.  Warner,  ad- 
ministratrix, OF  William  H.  Warner,  deceased,  v.  Na- 
thaniel H.  Wolf. 

In  an  action  under  the  statntes  of  1847  and  1849,  bjr  the  reprosentatiTea  of  a  per- 
son killed  by  the  wrongful  act,  fto,  of  another,  to  recover  damages  for  his  death, 
the  jury  should  not,  in  assessing  the  damages,  allow  any  dedoctioD  becanse  cf 
the  fact  that  his  wife  had  received  the  amount  of  an  insurance  effected  upon  bif 
life  for  her  benefit 

Where  defendant  directed  his  aervant  to  remove  snow  and  ice  fW>ro  the  roof  of  his 
house,  giving  no  specific  instructions  as  to  the  manner  of  doing  it,  and  the  servant 
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procured  another  to  aasist  him ;  the  ice  was  so  ncgligentlj  thrown  from  the  roof 
as  to  kill  a  perton  passing  upon  the  public  sidewalk  underneath ;  Held^  that  the 
defendant  was  responsible  for  the  whole  performance  of  the  work ;  and  it  was 
immaterial  whether  the  death  was  occasioned  by  ihe  particular  act  of  the  aeryanti 
or  bj  that  oi  the  other  person  so  engaged 

The  onlj  hmit  to  the  damages  whicli  it  is  in  the  power  of  a  jury  to  award,  m  an  ac- 
tion under  the  statutes  referred  to^  is  the  sum  therein  prescribed  by  the  statute, — 
$5,000. 

It  is  not  error  for  the  presiding  judge  upon  a  trial  to  express  his  opinion  on  a 
question  of  fact,  if  the  final  determination  of  tlie  question  is  distincily  left  to 
tbejuiy. 

Any  one  who  casts  ice,  snow,  or  other  missiles  from  the  n)of  of  a  house  upon  ihe 
sidewalk  of  a  dty  street,  without  stationing  some  one  below  to  warn  passers  by, 
is  guilty  of  gross  negligence.  And  if  a  person  passing  undemeatli  is  ii^ured  by 
the  act,  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  such  person  was  negligent  so  as  to  defeat  a 
recovery  of  damages  for  the  injury. 

In  an  action  by  the  representatiFes  of  a  person,  for  wrongfVilly  causing  his  death, 
the  judge  charged  the  jury  that  the  wife  and  child  would  haTo  been  entitled  to 
a  support  from  him,  the  former  during  her  life,  and  tlie  latter  until  the  age  of 
21 ;  and  that  he  would  be  enU'tled  to  their  earnings.  lleU  that  the  charge  was 
correct 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  a  verdict.  The  action 
was  by  the  plaintiflFs,  as  administrators  of  William  II.  Warner, 
to  recover  damages  for  his  death,  caused  by  the  negligent  act  of 
defendant's  servants. 

Tlie  trial  was  had  before  Judge  Hiltox  and  a  jury,  and  the 
charge  of  tlie  judge  presented  the  principal  grounds  of  excep- 
tion by  the  defendant    It  was  substantially  as  follows : 

"  Gentlemen :  The  first  question  for  you  to  consider  is,  whether 
the  death  of  Warner  was  produced  by  the  wrongful  act  or  neg- 
lect of  the  defendant ;  and  this  necessarily  involves  the  inquiry  as 
to  how  the  death  was  caused,  and  whether  it  resulted  from  throw- 
ing ice  or  snow  fix)m  the  defendant's  roof.  There  cannot  be  much 
question  in  your  minds  on  this  point ;  and  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel seem  hardly  to  have  contested  it,  but  it  is  for  you  to  deter- 
mine ;  and  if  you  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  thus  caused, 
you  are  then  to  inquire  whether  tlie  ice  or  snow  was  thrown  by 
the  defendant,  or  under  the  defendant's  direction,  which  amounts 
to  the  same  thing ;  and  on  this  point  the  complaint  and  answer 
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may  be  looked  into  for  evidence.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
Mr.  Warner  was  killed  by  snow  and  ice  thrown  from  the  roof 
of  defendant's  house,  at  the  corner  of  Fifth  avenue  and  Twenty- 
Sixth  street,  by  the  defendant's  servant,  while  acting  under  his 
direction ;  and  his  answer  admits  that  he  did  direct  Fagan,  his 
servant,  to  throw  the  snow  oflF  the  root 

*'  It  is  thus  conceded  that  the  snow  was  removed  from  the  roof 
by  the  direction  of  the  defendant,  and  as  it  appears  that  the 
direction  was  general,  without  any  specific  instructions  as  to  man* 
ner,  it  follows  that  the  servant  Iiad  a  right  to  do  it  in  the  ordi- 
nary way,  and  to  employ  assistance  if  that  was  necessary.  If, 
therefore,  in  the  performance  of  such  a  general  direction,  an  in- 
jury to  any  one,  or  death,  as  in  this  case,  was  produced,  the  defeDd* 
ant  is  liable  to  the  extent  of  the  injury,  provided  such  injury 
was  the  result  of  negligence — a  man  being,  as  we  all  know,  lia- 
ble for  the  nets  of  his  agents  and  servants  while  acting  by  his 
direction  or  authority ;  but  this  liability,  however,  is  always  de- 
pendant upon  the  condition  that  the  act  was  wrongful,  and  the 
party  injured  did  not  contribute  by  his  own  neglect  to  the  pro- 
duction of  the  injury  complained  of, 

**In  this  case  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  act  itself  was  wrong* 
ful,  because  no  person  is  entitled  to  throw  any  substance  in  a 
public  highway,  which  may  in  any  manner  obstruct  it^  or  dimin- 
ish its  use.  It  was  negligent,  because  it  was  an  easy  matter  to 
avoid  any  injury  by  stationing  some  one  on  the  sidewalk,  or  in 
some  other  place  to  notify  and  warn  passers  by  of  the  danger; 
here  there  is  no  evidence  that  any  such  precautions  were  taken. 
Nor  can  any  doubt  be  entertained  as  to  the  right  of  the  deceased 
to  travel  on  this  sidewalk ;  and  as  there  is  no  proof  of  any  no- 
tice or  warning  to  him  against  going  there,  it  cannot,  under  such 
circumstances,  be  presumed  that  he  contributed  to  his  death  by 
any  negligence  on  his  part  If,  therefore,  upon  the  views  you 
ghall  take  of  the  evidence  respecting  the  defendant's  liability,  you 
determine  that  by  his  wrongful  act  or  neglect,  or  of  those  acting 
under  his  direction,  this  dciith  was  produced,  then  the  remaining 
question  is,  what  damages,  if  any,  should  be  awarded  for  it? 
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''  The  statute  which  authorizes  this  action,  evidently  intended 
to  leave  this  question  entirely  with  you.  It  says:  *  The  jury 
may  give  such  damages  as  they  shall  deem  a  fair  and  just  com- 
pensation with  reference  to  the  pecuniary  injuries  resulting  from 
such  death  to  the  wife  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person/ 
who,  in  this  case,  consist  of  a  wife,  and  a  daughter  about  ten 
years  of  age.  And  in  estimating  the  amount,  the  law  has  fixed 
but  one  limit  to  your  discretion,  and  that  is,  it  shall  not  exceed 
$5,000. 

"  This  statute  has  been  termed  an  extraordinary  one,  and  it  is  so 
indeed.  It  virtually  puts  a  limit  to  the  value  of  a  hiiman  life ; 
because  a  man  may  recover,  at  common  law,  damages  commcn- 
surate  with  the  injury  proven ;  for  the  loss  of  a  limb  you  may 
award  damages  without  limit,  except  so  far  as  the  evidence  may 
control  your  consciences;  but  for  the  taking  of  life,  you  cannot 
exceed  a  fixed  sum.  It  cannot  cost  over  $5,000,  and  within  this 
limit  you  are  confined,  provided  you  find  the  defendant  liable 
at  all. 

"  I  might  here  stop,  and  leave  the  matter  with  you  as  the 
statute  does,  but  it  may  possibly  assist  you  somewhat,  in  estimat- 
ing the  extent  of  the  pecuniary  injury  resulting  from  the  death 
in  question,  to  point  to  some  of  the  things  which  will  obviously 
suggest  themselves  to  your  consideration,  and  among  these  is  the 
probable  duration  of  Mr.  Warner's  life.  He  is  proven  to  have 
been  a  man  of  ordinary  health,  and  about  forty  years  of  age ; 
and  although  the  law  fixes  no  definite  period  for  the  probable 
duration  of  human  life,  or  the  life  of  a  person  of  that  age,  yet  it 
may  be  communicated  to  you,  that  if  this  court  was  called  upon, 
as  a  court  of  equity,  to  determine  the  value  of  a  life  estate  of  a 
person  of  that  age,  in  any  specific  property,  we  should  assume 
that  he  would  live  ten  and  about  seven-tenth  years ;  that  being 
about  the  average  duration  of  life  of  a  person  of  that  age,  ac- 
cording to  certain  tables  compiled  from  extensive  observations, 
and  called  the  Northampton  Tables,  and  to  which  recourse  would 
be  had  in  such  cases ;  although  this  practice  would  not  control 
a  jury     They  may,  however,  have  the  fiict  respecting  the  prac- 
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tice  of  the  court  oommunicated  to  them  as  matter  of  infomia- 
tion,  and  in  that  light  only  I  state  it 

*^  I  may  also  inform  you  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to  support 
from  the  deceased  during  his  life,  and  the  child  until  she  aniyed 
at  maturity ;  while  on  the  other  hand  he  would  have  been  enti- 
tled to  their  earnings ;  and  the  amount  of  Wamer^s  income  may 
be  considered,  to  ascertain  the  character  and  value  of  this  sup- 
port, his  skill  and  industry  being  circumstances  tending  to  io- 
crease  the  probabilities  of  the  continuance  or  permanency  of  such 


income." 


The  jury  awarded  the  plaintiffs  $3,500,  and  fix>m  the  judgment 
entered  upon  this  verdict  the  defendant  appealed.  The  prinoipil 
&ct3  in  the  case,  together  with  the  requests  to  chai^  and  the 
exceptions  taken  at  the  trial,  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Ridiard  Busieed  and  Horace  F.  Clarke  for  the  appellant 

I.  The  court  should  have  charged  the  jury,  as  requested,  that 
in  assessing  the  damages  they  should  take  into  consideration  the 
money  received  by  the  widow  on  the  policy  of  life  insurance. 

II.  The  instructions  of  the  court  in  respect  to  damages  were 
calculate.!  unduly  to  enhiince  the  amount  of  damages. 

III.  The  court  should  have  charged  the  jury,  as  requested,  in 
reference  to  the  liability  of  the  defendant  for  the  acts  of  Cashan, 
who  was  employed  by  the  defendant's  servant,  and  in  reference 
to  the  burden  of  proof  as  to  Cashan's  agency. 

IV.  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  any  authority  from  the 
defendant  tor  the  employment  of  Cashan.  Cashan  was  not  the 
agent  or  servant  of  the  defendant,  and,  therefore,  the  defendant 
is  not  liable  for  Cashan's  negligence. 

Y.  The  weight  of  evidence  is  in  &vor  of  the  theory  that  Cashan 
threw  the  ice  or  snow  which  struck  Warner.  That  question 
should  have  been  distinctly  submitted  to  the  jury  as  requested. 

WUllam  Bloomjidd^  for  the  respondent 

L  That  portion  of  the  charge  covered  by  the  exception— 
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"  that  there  being  no  particular  iDstructioii  as  to  manner,  the 
servant  was  at  liberty  to  do  it  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  to  em- 
ploy assistance,  if  necessary,  and  the  defendant  was  liable  for  the 
work  being  negligently  done" — was  proper  and  legal.  The 
defendant  was  liable  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant,  whether 
the  act  was  done  in  an  ordinary  or  unusual  manner,  provided  it 
was  not  wilful.  1  Blacks.  Com.  431 ;  2  Kent's  Com.  259  and 
260,  (marg.  paging.) 

IL  The  act  was  negligent,  as  charged  by  the  judge.  There 
was  no  conflict  of  testimony  on  this  subject ;  and  there  was  no 
misdirection.  Graham  on  New  Trials,  301,  317 ;  Woodbeck  v. 
Keller^  6  Cow.  118 ;  Dean  v.  Hetveti,  5  Wend.  £57. 

m.  The  sixth  exception  is  not  warranted  by  the  charge.  The 
judge  charged,  in  effect,  that  Warner  bad  a  right  to  travel  on  the 
sidewalk,  and  that  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  notice  or  warn- 
ing^  negligence  could  not  be  presumed  on  his  part — which  was 
proper.  The  act  complained  of,  being  dangerous  to  human  life, 
notice  should  have  been  proved  by  defendant  Loornis  v.  Terry^ 
17  Wend.  498,  499. 

IV.  The  judge  properly  refused  to  charge  with  respect  to  the 
propositions  of  the  defendant  othenvise  than  as  he  did  charge. 
1st.  The  money  received  on  the  policy  of  life  insurance  should 
not  have  been  deducted  from  the  amount  of  pecuniary  injury 
resulting  from  the  death  of  Warner,  as  maintained  in  the  first 
proposition.  Ckirk  v.  BlyUiing,  2  B.  &  C.  254 ;  Mason  v.  Sains- 
lury,  S  Douglass,  60 ;  Yaiea  v.  White,  4  Bingh.  N.  C.  272.  2d. 
The  remaining  propositions  of  the  defendant  were  erroneous, 
a.  The  answer  admits  that  the  snow  was  cleared  off  by  the 
direction  of  the  defendant,  and  by  his  agent,  i.  The  defendant, 
not  having  parted  with  the  control  of  the  work,  was  liable  for 
the  negligence  of  Cashan  acting  in  aid  of  and  under  the  direction 
of  his  servant  Bush  y.  Sieivman,  1  Bos.  k  Pull.  404 ;  liaiidk- 
son  V.  Murray,  8  A.  &  B.  109 ;  Stone  v.  Cartwrighi,  6  T.  K.  411 ; 
Skaih  V.  IKi&aii,  9  Carr.  &  P.  607 ;  Booth  v.  Mista,  7  Carr.  &  P.  66. 

By  the  Court,  Buadt,  J. — ^This  action  was  brought  to  recover 


350  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

AlthofT.  WoU: 

five  thousand  dollars  damages,  alleged  to  have  been  sastaiaed 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  servant,  which  resulted  in 
the  death  of  William  H.  Warner,  the  plaintiff's  intestate.  On 
the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  on  the  day  of  the  death 
of  Mr.  Warner,  directed  his  servant,  Michael  Fagan,  to  take  the 
snow  off  the  roof  of  his  (defendant's)  house ;  and  that  Michael, 
Laving  gone  for  the  doctor  for  the  defendant's  wife,  on  his  re- 
turn stopped  for  a  man  named  Cashan,  and  asked  him  to  go  and 
help  him.  That  Cashan  did  so,  and  that  they  conmienced  shoy- 
eling  the  snow  from  the  roo^  throwing  it  into  the  street  from 
the  house  top.  Some  of  the  snow,  or  snow  and  ice  thus  re- 
moved, fell  upon  the  head  of  Mr.  Warner,  as  he  was  passing 
along  on  the  sidewalk. 

It  also  appeared  that  Cashan  went  upon  the  roof  at  the  re- 
quest of  Fagan,  to  oblige  him,  and  that  Fagan  was  unable  to 
state  either  who  threw  the  last  shovelfull  before  Mr.  Warner 
was  killed,  or  who  threw  the  snow.  It  also  appeared  that,  at 
the  time  Mr.  Warner  received  the  injuries  from  which  his  death 
ensued,  his  life  was  insured  in  the  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  In- 
surance Company  for  the  benefit  of  Jane  C.  Warner,  one  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  widow  of  the  deceased,  for  the  sum  of  $2,500, 
and  that  $2,400,  that  sum  being  the  proceeds  of  the  policy,  had 
been  paid  to  her  by  the  insurance  company.  The  cause  having 
been  submitted  to  the  jury,  the  defendant's  counsel  requested 
the  court  to  charge : 

1st  That  if  the  jury  should  find  for  the  plaintiff|  then,  in 
assessing  the  damages,  they  should  take  into  consideration  the 
money  received  by  the  widow  on  the  policy  of  life  iusuranoe. 

2d.  That  if  the  jury  should  find  that  the  witness  Cashan  was 
employed  by  Fagan  without  authority  &om  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  injury  to  Warner  resulted  from  the  act  of  Cashan,  and 
not  of  Fagan,  the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  the  acts  of  Cashan, 
and  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover. 

3d.  That  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  justify  the  jniy 
in  finding  that  Cashan  was  the  agent  or  servant  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  his  acts. 
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4th.  That  the  burden  of  proof  was  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show 
that  the  injury  resuItiHl  from  the  acts  of  the  defendant  or  his  ser- 
vant, and  if  the  jury  were  in  doubt  as  to  whether  the  injury  re- 
sulted from  the  acts  of  Cashan  or  Fagan,  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  doubt 

6th.  That  the  defendant  was  not  liable  in  this  action  for  the 
negligent  act  of  his  servant,  unless  the  defendant  was  privy  to 
that  negligence,  and  directed  or  knowingly  assented  to  the  par- 
ticular mode  adopted  by  his  servant  of  removing  the  snow  from 
the  roof. 

The  presiding  judge  charged  the  jury  that  the  first  question 
for  them  to  consider  was,  whether  the  death  of  Warner  was 
produced  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant,  and  that  that 
question  necessarily  involved  the  inquiries,  how  was  the  death 
caused,  and  was  it  the  result  of  throwing  ice  or  snow  from  the 
defendant's  roof?  The  judge  then  stated  that  there  could  not 
be  much  question  in  the  minds  of  the  jury  on  that  subject,  that 
the  defendant's  counsel  seemed  to  have  hardly  contested  it,  but 
that  it  was  fur  them  to  determine.  To  this  part  of  the  chai^ 
the  defendant  excepted.  The  judge  also  charged  that,  it  appear- 
ing fh>m  the  pleadings  that  the  defendant  had  directed  Fagan  to 
remove  the  snow  from  the  roof,  and  that  the  direction  being  gen- 
eral, without  any  specific  instructions  as  to  manner,  the  servant 
had  a  right  to  do  it  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  to  employ  assist 
ance  if  necessary ;  and  that  if,  in  the  performance  of  that  gene 
ral  direction,  an  injury  to  any  one,  or  death  as  in  this  case, 
resulted,  the  defendant  was  liable  to  the  extent  of  the  injury 
produced,  provided  audi  injury  was  ifie  result  of  negligence.  The 
defendant  excepted  to  the  instruction,  that  it  followed  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law  that  the  direction,  being  a  general  one,  if  any  injury 
resulted  from  following  it,  the  defendant  was  liable.  Also  to 
the  direction,  that  there  being  no  particular  instruction  as  to 
n:ianner,  the  servant  was  at  liberty  to  do  it  in  the  ordinary  way. 
The  judge  also  charged  that  in  this  case  there  could  be  no  doubt 
that  the  act  itself  was  wrongful,  because  no  person  was  entitled 
to  throw  any  substance  upon  a  public  highway,  which  might  in 
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any  manner  obstruct  it  or  diminish  its  use.  That  it  was  n^h* 
gent,  because  it  was  an  easy  matter  to  stauon  some  one  on  the 
sidewalk,  or  in  some  other  way  to  notify  and  warn  passers  by  of 
the  danger.  The  defendant  excepted  to  so  much  of  this  part  d 
the  charge  as  stated  that  the  act  was  negligent,  and  also  to  the 
instruction  that,  there  being  no  pixK)f  of  warning  to  Mr.  Warner 
against  going  where  he  was,  it  could  not  from  such  circujnslances 
be  presumed  that  he  contributed  to  his  death  by  any  n^ligence 
on  his  part.  The  defendant  also  excepted  to  the  instructioD 
that  there  was  but  one  limit  to  the  damages  which  the  jury 
might  give,  and  that  was  that  they  could  not  give  over  $5,000 
Also  to  the  instruction  that  the  wife  would  have  been  entitled 
to  support  from  Warner  during  his  life,  and  their  child  antil  she 
arrived  at  maturity.  The  court  then  refused  to  charge  the  re* 
quests  of  the  defendant,  hereinbefore  mentioned,  further  thin 
they  were  embraced  in  the  charge  made.  To  such  refusal,  as  to 
each  and  every  of  the  defendant's  propositions,  the  defendant 
excepted. 

We  Lave  thus  presented  for  our  consideration,  and  in  a  mode 
not  well  de;$igned  to  facilitate  the  labors  of  review,  an  array  of 
exceptions.  It  will  be  necessary  to  take  them  up  in  order,  and 
to  see  either  how  far  they  are  sustained  by  rules  of  law,  or 
negatived  by  soipe  feature  of  the  charge  to  which  they  relate. 
In  Mason  v.  Sainshury^  <tc.,  (8  Douglass,  61),  the  action  wai 
against  the  Hundred,  under  the  statute,  (1  Geo.  I.,  ch.  5,  §  6), 
to  recover  damages  sustained  by  the  demolition  of  a  house  in 
the  riots  of  1780.  The  plaintiff  had  been  insured,  and  his  loss 
was  paid  by,  and  the  action  was  brought  for  the  benefit  of,  the 
insurance  company.  The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict,  and  the  venlict 
was  sustained.  Lord  Mansfield  said:  '^The  case  is  dear;  the 
act  puts  the  Hundred,  for  civil  purposes,  in  the  place  of  tres- 
passers ;  and  upon  principles  of  policy,  as  in  the  case  of  other 
remedies  against  the  Uundred,  I  am  satisfied  that  it  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  if  the  insurers  had  not  paid  a  &rthiug."  In  Clarke  v. 
The  Lihabitants  of  the  Hundred  of  BlyilUng^  (2  B.  k  C.  254),  the 
action  was  brought  for  satisfaction  and  amends  for  certain  rtacks 
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of  hay  and  corn  which  had  been  wiiruUy  burned  in  the  Hun- 
dred bj  some  person  unkuown.  It  appeared  on  the  trial  that 
the  plaintiff  liud  been  insured,  and  had  received  the  amount  of 
his  loss.  He  had  a  verdict,  and  the  verdict  was  sustained.  It 
will  be  observed  that  in  this  latter  case  the  action  was  not  brought 
by  the  insurance  company  or  for  their  benefit  And  so  in  Yates 
y.  Whyte^  (4  IHngham  N.  C.  272),  the  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  de- 
fendant's vessel  having  run  foul  of  the  plaintiff's  vessel,  by  and 
through  the  carelessness  and  mismanagement  of  the  defendant 
The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  The  underwriters  had  paid  the 
plaintiff  the  sum  expended  in  repairs,  and  that  sum  was  de 
ducted  by  the  arbitrator  to  whom  the  matter  was  leSi^  from  the 
damages  susUiined  by  the  plaintiff.  This  was  held  to  be  erro- 
neoua  Ti>'dal,  Gh.  J.,  said :  If  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  the 
wrongdoer  pa^'s  nothing,  and  takes  the  benefit  of  a  policy  of  in- 
9UTancewiUi<mt'}iayingtlie premium.  Bos.iNQUKT,  J.,  said :  "How 
could  the  trespassers  have  availed  themselves  of  this  satisfaction  ? 
Could  the}"  have  pleaded  it  by  way  of  accord  and  satisfaction  ? 
It  was  not  paid  as  a  satisfaction  for  a  tresj^ass,  and  the  facts  of 
the  case  would  not  have  supported  such  a  plea." 

On  principle  and  authority,  then,  the  jury  should  not  take 
into  consideration  the  money  received  by  the  plaintiff,  Jane  C^ 
Warner,  from  the  insurance  company.  But,  without  reference 
to  any  adjudicated  case,  there  are  principles  springing  from 
the  relations  of  the  parties,  and  the  statute  creating  the  right  ot 
action  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  which  forbid  the  consi  ligation 
of  any  benefit  elsewhere  received.  Jane  C.  Warner  was  entitled 
to  the  whole  amount  of  the  policy  of  insurance.  It  was  for  her 
benefit  alone ;  and  it  was  secured  by  the  payment  of  a  premium 
to  which  the  defendant  did  not  contribute,  llie  benefits  grow- 
ing out  of  the  right  of  action  here  sought  to  be  enforced,  are  not 
given  to  her  by  the  statute,  but  are  given  to  the  widow  and  next 
of  kin,  and  do  not  arise  upon  any  common  law  liability.  Tbey 
are,  therefore,  rea  inter  alios  acta.  The  case  is  very  different  fh>m. 
that  which  would  be  presented  for  an  injury  to  a  chattely  and 
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it  rests  upon  a  statute,  the  object  of  \vliich  was  to  punish  the 
^vrongdoer  who  by  his  carelessness  destroyed  life.  There  is  no 
privity  between  him  and  the  insurance  company,  and  the  iDSiu> 
ancc  company  cannot  repair  the  injuries  done  by  the  defendant 
They  cannot  restore  to  the  widow  and  next  of  kin  of  the  de- 
ceased, the  society,  advice  and  protection  which  he  could  have 
■afforded  them,  aside  from  the  pecuniary  losses  incident  to  the 
deprivation  which  his  death  occasioned,  and  thus,  either  by  an- 
alogy, or  on  principle  even,  the  doctrine  that  an  insurance  com- 
pany could  be  substituted  for  the  deceased  in  this  action,  as  in  the 
case  of  Mason  v.  Sainsbury,  could  not  apply  to  this  action.  But, 
however  that  may  be,  the  judge  Was  clearly  right  in  refusing  to 
■charge  the  first  of  the  defendant's  requests.  The  second  request 
-was  not  authorized  by  law.  Fagan  was  engaged  in  removing 
^he  snow  from  the  defendant's  house  and  by  his  express  direction, 
when  Mr.  Warner  was  killed.  It  is  true  that  Fagan  had  asked 
•Cashan  to  help  him,  but  this  does  not  change  the  defendant's 
responsibility.  It  is  said,  by  Blackstone,  (Vol.  1,  p.  431,  mar- 
ginal paging),  that  *'  a  master  is  chargeable  if  any  of  his  fiunily 
layeth  or  casteth  anything  out  of  his  house  into  the  street  or 
common  highway,  to  the  damage  of  any  individual,  or  the  com- 
anon  nuisance  of  his  majesty's  liege  people :  for  the  master  hath 
the  superintendence  and  charge  of  all  his  household  ;^  and  the 
following  cases  illustrate  the  doctrine  that  where  the  master  has 
intrusted  a  servant  with  the  performance  of  a  service,  it  is  no 
answer,  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  resulting  from 
the  manner  in  which  the  service  is  performed,  that  the  servant 
acted  improperly  in  the  discharge  or  performance  of  it. 

The  master  must  respond,  because  he  has  put  it  in  the  power 
of  the  servant  to  do  the  injury.  Bush  v.  Sleinman,  1  Bos.  & 
Pull.  404 ;  Randleson  v.  Murray,  8  A.  &  E.  109  ;  Stone  v.  Oirt- 
wright,  6  T.  B.  411 ;  SleaUi  v.  Wilson,  9  Carr.  &  P.  607 ;  Booth 
T.  Mixta,  7  Carr.  k  P.  66. 

In  the  last  case  the  defendant  was  held  liable  for  injuries  to 
the  plaintiff's  cabriolet,  resulting  from  the  negligent  manner  in 
which  defendant's  cart  was  driven,  although  it  appeared  that  the 
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defendant's  servant  was  not  driving  at  the  time,  but  had  intrusted 
the  reins  to  a  stranger  who  was  riding  witli  the  servant,  and  not 
in  the  service  of  the  defendant 

This  is  not  the  case  of  an  independent  employment,  like  that 
in  Blake  v.  Ferris^  (1  Seld,  48).    The  defendant  did  not  part  with 
the  control  of  the  work.    Fagau  was  his  coachman,  and  was  di- 
rected to  remove  the  snow.    He  was  intrusted  with  the  duty  and 
the  manner  of  doing  it ;  no  specific  directions  having  been  given. 
He  sought  the  aid  of  another,  with  whom  he  acted  in  concert, 
both  being  engaged  at  the  same  time,  and  acting  in  the  same 
manner,  in  removing  the  snow.    Aside  from  this,  the  evidence  ot 
Cashan,  if  true,  and  the  defendant  cannot  gainsay  it,  shows  that 
the  injury  was  not  caused  by  any  act  of  his :  but  however  that 
may  be,  upon  the  principle  established  by  tlic  cases  referred  to, 
it  was  wholly  immaterial  whether  the  death  of  Mr.  Warner  was 
occasioned  by  either  Fagan  or  Cashan,  and  therefore  the  second 
i^uest  was  not  well  made.    This  also  embraces  the  third  and 
fourth  requests,  because  they  relate  to  and  are  a  part  of  the 
theory  presented  by  the  second  request — that  Cashan  may  have 
caused  the  death  of  Mr.  Warner,  and  was  not  the  servant^  or 
in  the  service  of  the  defendant    It  also  embraces  the  second 
and  third  exceptions  to  the  charge,  which  were  tikcn  inde- 
pendently of  those  founded  on  the  requests.    The  fifth  request 
is  also  embraced  in  the  legal  rule  which  has  been  stated.    The 
employment  and  direction  was  general,  and  it  has  never  been 
held  necessary  to  show  that  the  master  was  privy  to  the  negli* 
gence  of  his  servant,  nor  has  it  ever  been  engrafted  as  one  ot 
the  principles  of  law,  by  which  the  relation  of  master  and  ser- 
vant are  governed,  that  the  manner  in  which  a  service  is  per- 
formed on  a  general  direction,  must  be  shown  to  have  been  as- 
sented to  by  him,  in  order  to  charge  the  master  for  injuries 
occasioned  by  such  mode  or  manner.    The  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant has  not  presented  any  authority  bearing  upon  such  a 
proposition.    The  fifth  request  was,  therefore,  properly  refused. 
The  sixth  exception  to  the  charge  was  not  well  taken.    The 
jury  having  determined  that  the  deceased  died  of  the  inju- 
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ries  received  through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  or  his  aer* 
vanta,  the  only  limit  to  their  awanl  of  damages  was  the  sum  of 
$5,000.  ITic  statute  has,  in  cfR^ct,  so  declared.  It  declares  that 
the  jury  in  every  such  action  may  give  such  damages  as  they 
may  deem  a  fair  and  just  comjiensation,  not  exceeding  $5,000. 
Laws  1849,  p.  888. 

The  first,  fourth,  and  fifth  exceptions  to  the  charge  were 
not  well  taken,  llic  judge  said  there  could  not  be  mucb 
question  in  the  minds  of  the  jury  as  to  the  cause  of  the  death 
of  "Warner,  but  left  that  fact  to  the  jury  to  determine.  Tliis 
was  not  a  misdirection,  or  erroneous.  Whatever  may  have 
been  the  opinion  of  the  judge,  the  fact  was  left  to  the  determi- 
nation of  the  jury.  The  first  exception  was  to  this  part  of  the 
charge.  Tlie  judge  also  said  that  the  act  was  negligent^  because 
it  was  an  easy  matter  to  station  some  one  on  the  sidewalk,  or  in 
some  other  way  notify  and  warn  passers  by  of  the  danger ;  and 
further,  that  no  doubt  could  be  entertained  as  to  the  right  of  the 
deceased  to  travel  on  the  sidewalk,  and  there  being  no  pu>of  of 
any  notice  or  warning  to  him  against  going  there,  it  could  not, 
under  such  circumstances,  be  presumed  that  he  contributed  to 
his  death  by  any  negligence  on  his  part 

IThe  act  complained  of  was  done  by  the  defendant  or  his  ser- 
vant, and  was  negligent  There  was  no  conflict  on  the  subjvHit, 
and  the  charge  of  the  judge  was  warranted  by  law.  Woodheck  v. 
Ktlhj^  6  Cow.  118;  Dean  v.  Ilewett,  5  Wend.  257;  Graham  on 
New  Trials,  301,  317. 

The  act  complained  of  was  dangerous  to  human  life^  and 
notice  should  have  been  given.  Lof^mis  v.  Tc/ry,  17  W^end. 
498,  499.  No  such  i)recaution3  were  in  fact  tiiken.  There  wa? 
no  evidence  offered  thereto,  and  notiiing  appears  in  the  case  jus 
tifying  a  pretence  thereof  As  stated,  therefore,  the  first,  fourth, 
and  fifth  exceptions  were  not  well  taken.  I  do  not  understand 
on  what  basis  the  defendant  placed  an  exception  to  the  instruc- 
tion, that  the  wife  of  Mr.  Warner  and  his  child  would  be  entitled 
to  support  from  him,  the  former  during  nis  life,  and  the  latter 
until  she  attained  the  age  of  21  years.     The  judge,  at  the  same 
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time,  said  that  Mr.  Warner  would  be  entitled  to  their  earnings, 
and  this  was  a  correct  statement  of  the  legal  rights  and  liabili- 
tiosi  growing  out  of  the  relations  of  husband  and  wife  and  parent 
and  child,  and  was  a  proper  consideration  in  reference  to  the 
question  of  damages.  The  exception  was,  therefore,  not  well 
taken.  I  think  it  can  be  shown  that  some  of  the  exceptions  to 
the  charge  stated  and  considered,  were  not  warranted,  taking  the 
whole  charge  together,  but  I  deem  it  unnecessary,  the  excep- 
tions having  been  disposed  of  standing  alone.  'J'hcre  remains 
one  exception  to  be  considered.  The  defendant  offered  to  show 
tliat  a  former  coachman  of  his,  in  1651,  under  a  similar  direciioii 
to  take  snow  from  the  roof,  without  instructions  as  to  where  it 
should  be  thrown,  threw  it  into  the  defendant's  yard.  The  evi- 
dence of  that  incident  would  doubtless  furnish  an  excellent  re- 
commendation to  the  former  coachman ;  but  nothing  bearing 
upon  the  issue  involved.  Proving  that  a  former  servant  did  a 
similar  fervice  correctly,  does  not  seem  to  be  relevant  to  the 
question  whether  another  servant  did  it  carelessly.  It  is  my 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  offer  was  properly  rejected. 

On  a  consideration  of  the  whole  case,  and  for  the  reasons 
assigned,  I  think  it  ck^rly  r])pears  that  there  is  nothing  in 
it  which  would  justify  us  in  liisLurbing  the  verdict  rendered. 
The  circumstances  under  which  ilr.  Warner  was  killed  present, 
in  legal  contemplation,  no  mitigating  features.  In  the  full  pos- 
session of  his  faculties,  and  while  in  the  exercise  of  a  lawful 
right,  he  was  suddenly,  and  without  fault  on  his  part,  stricken 
down  by  an  act  not  only  grossly  careless,  but  exhibiting,  in  my 
judgment,  a  disregard  of  human  life  deserving  severe  condem- 
nation. In  traversing  the  highway,  the  deceased  was  under  no 
obligation  to  anticipate  or  expect  the  act  by  which  his  death  en- 
sued. He  was  not  bound  to  look  aloft;  to  see  that  no  missile 
or  substance  cast  from  the  housetops,  or  any  other  elevation, 
should  do  him  bodily  harm,  and  although  the  defendant  did  not 
cause  the  death  by  his  own  hand,  this  ca.se  may  be  said  to 
illustrate  the  wii^dom  of  the  legislature  in  providing  the  redress 
granted.     Whatever  may  be  our  sympathies  for  the  man  who 
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is  unfortuDate  enough  to  suffer  by  the  negligence  of  his  servant^ 
there  are  other  and  higher  considerations  which  must  control, 
and  yield  us  pleasure  when  employed  in  vindicating  the  riglits 
of  society  to  perfect  security  in  the  enjoyment  of  life  and 
property. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


William  F.  Mott  r.  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and  Common- 
alty OF  THE  City  of  New  York. 

The  rule  of  kiw,  that  aa  owner  of  land  fronticg  upon  a  highway,  is  prima  jaeit  the 
owner  to  the  centre  of  tlic  tow\  subject  onlj  to  the  public  easement  over  it,  iaap- 
plicablc  to  the  streets  in  t!ie  city  of  Xew  York. 

Therefore,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  upon  the  subject  of  ownership  of  the  soil  in  the 
streets,  tho  title  to  it  must  bo  presumed  to  be  in  the  adjoining  owner,  and  not  in 
the  corporation  of  the  city. 

Since  the  Liw  relative  to  altering  the  grades  of  streets  in  tho  city  of  New  York 
(Laws  1852.  chap.  52,  p.  4G,)  the  coiiinioii  council  cannot  diango  or  alter  the  grade, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  ol  aiiy  street  beiow  Sixiy-ibird  street,  except  upon  tne  T^Tiiien 
consent  of  the  owners  of  at  least  two  tliirds  of  the  land  fronting  upon  the  part  of 
the  street  proposed  to  be  allored. 

The  couuuou  council  of  the  city,  upon  the  application  of  less  than  two  tliirds  of  ll.e 
owners  aflcoled,  i)a5>ed  an  ordinaDce  changing  the  grade  of  Vandewater  street.  In 
canying  tho  ordinance  into  eflfcct,  they  caused  the  street  to  be  excavated  to  the 
depth  of  six  feet,  whereby  the  premises  of  the  plaintiif  fronting  on  it  were  seri- 
ously injured.  lli'Ul,  tliat  the  ordiuanco  was  void,  and  tlie  eor^ioration  was  liable 
fur  the  injury  produced. 

In  passing  an  ordinance  chanjj'ing  ii-.i*  gniJc  of  a  sti*eet,  the  common  council  of  tliis 
city  act  under  a  s{iecinl  and  limited  power,  and  where  it  is  shown  that  the  facts  did 
not  exist  which  would  warrant  its  exercise,  tlie  ordinance  is  not  only  void,  butaf- 
fords  no  protection  to  any  person  acting  under  iL 

A  municipal  corporation  is  liable  for  Uie  damages  occasioned  by  its  illegal  exeiciw 
of  a  corpora  to  power. 

The  provisions  of  law  allowing  parties  to  be  witnesscjj  in  their  o^-u  behalf,  are  appli- 
cablo  to  actions  wherein  a  municipal  corpomtion  is  a  party. 

Appeal  by  the  defeDdants  from  a  judgment  entered  at  special 
term  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  The  material  facts  in  the  case 
are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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Abraham  li.  Lawrence^  Jr,,  assistant  corporatimi  (xmnael^  for  the 
appellant 

L  The  objection  of  defendants'  oonnsel  to  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  testify  on  the  trial,  should  have  been  sustained  by  the 
court  The  law  of  1857,  allowing  parties  to  be  witnesses  in  their 
own  behalf,  is  not  applicable  to  actions  in  which  a  municipal  cor- 
poration is  a  party. 

II.  The  fee  of  the  streets  is  vested  in  the  mayor,  aldermen  and 
commonalty,  and  they  have  the  general  right,  independent  of  any 
new  legislative  act,  to  alter  their  grade. 

III.  The  plaintiff  cannot,  in  this  collateral  action,  review  or  re- 
verse tlie  proceedings  of  the  defendants  in  passing  the  ordinance 
of  April  20th,  1857,  amending  the  grade  of  Vandewater  street 
for  work  done  under  the  same.  a.  The  passage  of  the  ordinance 
was  a  judicial  act  The  common  council  are  a  quasi-judicial  tri- 
bunal when  acting  upon  such  an  ordinance,  and  their  judgment 
is  final  and  conclusive.  Rochester  White  Lead  Co.  v.  City  of  Ro- 
chester^ 3  Comstock's  Rep.  463 ;   Wilson  v.  Jfaf/or,  1  Denio,  595. 

b.  1'here  were  ample  remedies  open  to  the  plaintiff  to  which  ho 
might  have  resorted  for  redress,  if  the  ordinance  was  improperly 
jjassed.  1.  By  a  certiorari  he  could  have  brought  up  all  the  i)ro- 
cecdings  of  the  common  council,  and  could  have  had  them  re- 
versed if  improper.  Matter  of  Mount  Morris  Sjuare,  2  Ilill,  27-8 ; 
^nn  V.  Odeli,  2  Wend.  287 ;  People  v.  Mayor  of  Brooklyn^  6 
Barb.  209 ;  Stiine  v.  JScwie^  9  Barb.  535.  2.  By  a  mandamus  he 
might  have  couipelled  the  defendants  to  desist  from  doing  any 
work  under  the  ordinance.  3.  lie  might  have  obtained  a  writ  ot 
])rohibition  against  the  common  council,  acting  as  aquasi-tribu- 
nal,  from  taking  any  proceedings  to  change  the  grade.  People  v. 
ASuj^rvisors  of  Queens,  1  Hill,  196,  205.  And  he  has  been  guilty 
of  laches  in  not  pursuing  one  or  other  of  these  several  remedies. 

c.  This  action  is  not  brought  to  recover  damages  for  negligent 
or  unskilful  jxjrformance  of  the  work  by  the  ordinance  directed 
to  be  done,  but  for  doing  work  at  all  under  that  ordinance.  In 
other  words,  it  is  an  attempt  to  recover  damages  for  the  enforce* 
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ment  of  a  judgment  of  a  tribunal  having  jurisdiction,  which  judg- 
ment remains  unreversed. 

IV.  Even  if  the  respondent  can  attack  the  proceedings  of  the 
common  council  in  this  action,  and  go  behind  the  ordinance,  if  it 
appears,  as  it  does  here,  that  they  had  an  application  before  them 
for  a  change  of  grade,  their  finding  or  determination  upon  the 
question  whether  the  applicants  owned  two  thirds  of  the  liucal 
feet  on  the  street  is  conclusive,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  show  that 
in  fact  they  did  not  own  such  a  number  of  feet  Tliis  determin 
ation  would  be  conclusive  on  a  certiorari.  People  v.  City  of  Ho- 
Chester^  20  Barb.  449.  And  it  must  be  more  conclusive  (if  any- 
thing) in  a  collateral  action. 

V.  But  conceding  that  the  ordinance  is  invalid,  because  tlie 
written  consent  of  two  thirds  of  the  ownci's  in  interest  of  the  prop- 
erty on  the  line  of  the  street  has  not  been  obtained,  the  appellauti 
are  not  liable,  a.  The  passage  of  such  ordinance  was  a  viola- 
tion of  law  by  the  indiviuunls  compri:sing  the  common  council, 
for  which  they  would  be  jjcrsonally  liable,  tkimlersw  Sjo'tngsletn, 
4  Wend.  429  ;  Ontario  Uuuk  v.  hrnnell,  10  Wend.  186  ;  Weaver 
V.  Devcudorf^  3  Denio,  117 ;  Ih-osser  v.  Seco7\  5  Barb.  007.  h.  In 
passing  an  illegal  ordinance,  the  members  of  the  common  council 
acted  bej-oud  thu  scope  ut  iheir  powers ;  and  a  corporation  is  no 
more  bound  to  answer  for  acts  done  by  its  officers,  beyond  the 
scope  of  their  powers,  than  an  individual  is  bound  by  the  unau- 
thorized acts  of  his  agents. 

■ 

Monell^  Willard  tt  lloicc,  for  the  respondents. 

I.  There  Is  no  evidence  that  the  fee  of  Vandcwater  street  be- 
longs to  the  defendants.  The  presumption  is,  that  the  fee  be- 
longs U)  the  owners  of  the  adjacent  property,  subject  to  the 
easement  of  the  highway.  This  principle  is  too  well  founded  to 
require  the  citation  of  authorities.  2  John.  357  ;  15  Id.  447 ;  19 
Wend.  659. 

II.  The  plaintiff  is  not  seeking  in  a  collateral  action  to  review 
or  reverse  the  proceedings  of  the  common  council  in  j^assing 
the  ordinance.     So  far  as  t!ic  common  council  iictL'd  in  ;i  qn:i>i- 
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judicial  capacity,  they  merely  considered  the  expediency  of  the 
improvement.  They  could  not,  and  did  not  adjudge  tliat  18  feet 
is  two  thirds  of  280,  and  their  action  in  changing  the  grade  was 
wholly  illegal.    V/adclell  v.  Mayor^  <tc.,  of  New  Yorlc^  8  Barb.  95. 

III.  The  determination  of  the  common  council  upon  the  ques- 
tion, whether  or  not  the  petition  contained  the  names  of  the 
owners  of  two  thirds  of  the  property,  cannot  be  conclusive  upon 
tiie  rights  of  the  plaintiff  It  would  be  just  as  reasonable  to  say, 
that  the  common  council  can  adjudge  that  two  and  two  make 
five.     Graves  v.  Otis,  2  Uill,  466. 

IV.  The  legal  liability  of  the  defendants,  upon  tlie  facts  ad- 
mitted and  proved  in  this  action,  is  clear.  1.  In  changing  the 
grade  of  Yandewater  street,  the  defendants  acted  upon  a  subject 
within  their  control,  but  acted  in  an  illegal  manner.  Howell  ik 
Chrislopher  v.  The  City  of  Buffalo^  15  N.  Y.  Keports,  512  ;  Lacoitr 
v.  ne  Mayor,  3  Ducr,  406;  SL  John  v.  The  Mayor,  6  id.  315; 
Hutson  v.  The  Mayor,  5  Selden,  163;  Adset  v.  Brady,  4  Ilill, 
630 ;  Conrad  v.  Trustees  oflHiOca,  16  N.  Y.  lleports,  158  ;  Klcock  v. 
Platlsburgh,  cited  in  above.  2.  By  the  statute,  the  owner  of 
property  damaged  by  the  change  of  grade  is  entitled  to  be  paid 
by  an  assessment  upon  tho  property  benefitted.  The  fact  that 
the  defendants  have,  by  their  own  illegal  act,  put  it  out  oi'  their 
power  to  lay  a  valid  assessment  for  this  purpose,  cannot  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  his  right  to  compensation.  His  only  remedy  is 
by  the  present  action,  in  which  he  is  clearly  entitled  to  his  judg* 
ment 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — The  plaintiff  brought  this  action 
to  recover  of  the  defendants  the  damages  he  sustained  by  reason 
of  their  illegal  interference  with  the  established  grade  of  V"ande- 
water  street  in  this  city.  It  appeared  on  the  trial  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  owner  of  two  houses  and  lots  fronting  on  Vande water 
street,  the  grade  of  which  had,  for  a  long  time  previous  to  the  in- 
terference complained  o£,  been  fixed  and  established;  that  on 
April  20,  1857,  the  defendants  adopted  an  ordinance  or  resolu- 
tion, altering  the  grade,  which  had  been  so  previously  fixed, 
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and  thereupon,  pursuant  to  such  resolution,  they  entered  upoa 
the  street  and  excavated  it  to  the  depth  of  about  six  feet, 
whereby  it  was,  for  a  time,  rendered  less  passable,  and  the  prem- 
ises in  question  had  to  be  altered,  so  as  to  conform  to  the  new 
grade  thus  created.  It  was  admitted  that  this  change  of  grade 
was  made  without  the  consent  of  the  owners  of  two  thirds  of  the 
land,  in  lineal  feet,  fronting  on  and  adjacent  to  such  change;  the 
owners  of  only  about  eighteen  feet  consenting  to  it,  while  the 
len^rth  of  the  cliancre  was  about  two  hundred  and  eishtv  feefc. 
After  showing  the  damage  resulting  from  this  act  of  the  defend 
ants,  the  phiintiff  rested.  The  counsel  for  the  defendants  theu 
moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  upon  various  grounds,  which  will 
be  hereafter  noticed,  but  the  judge  denied  the  motion,  and  submit- 
ted the  question  of  damage  to  the  jury,  who  found  in  favor  of  the 
plaintill*for$l,039.S7. 

The  defendants  api)eal,  and  their  argument  may  be  brieflj 
stated  thus : 

1st.  1'hat  they  are  owners  of  the  fee  of  the  streets  of  the  citv, 
and  have  the  general  right,  independent  of  any  legislative  act,  to 
alter  their  grade  at  pleasure. 

2d.  That  their  proceedings,  in  altering  the  grade  of  Vande- 
water  street,  cannot  be  reviewed  collaterallj,  and  that  no  action 
lies  for  damages  arising  from  acts  done  by  them  under  their  pro- 
ceedings. 

3d.  That,  as  it  appeared  on  the  trial  that  the  defendants  had 
before  them  an  ai>piicaiion  by  some  of  the  owners  for  a  change 
of  the  grade,  the  finding  of  the  common  council  of  the  defend* 
ants  that  such  n])plicants  owned  two  thirds  of  the  land,  in  lineal 
feet,  on  the  street  propased  to  be  changed,  was  conclusive ;  and 
the  plaintiff  cannot  be  permitted  to  show  the  contrary. 

These  propositions,  if  correct,  seem  to  me  to  require  us  to  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  alleged  ownership  by  the  defendants  of  the 
fee  of  the  streets  in  this  city ;  and  to  hold  that  their  acts  in 
resjx^ct  to  any  change  of  their  grade  are  discretionary,  and  not 
subject  to  inquiry ;  but  a  brief  examination  of  the  authorities 
will  suffice  to  show  that  no  such  immunity  exists. 
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The  streets  of  ilic  city  are  for  tlie  use  of  the  public  as  high- 
ways, and  all  the  rules  of  law  respecting  highways  apply  to  them 
with  full  force.  One  of  these  rules  is,  that  the  adjoining  owner 
is  prima  facie^  and  of  common  right,  also  owner  to  the  middle 
of  the  road,  subject  only  to  the  public  easement  over  it  Wool- 
rych  on  Ways,  5,  6  ;  8  Kent's  Com.  432  ;  Matter  of  John  and 
Cherry  Streets^  19  Wend.  659,  675 ;  Cortelyou  v.  Van  Brinit,  2 
John.  356 ;  Matter  of  opening  17th  Street,  N,  y.,  1  Wend.  262  ;  Bo- 
gers  v.  Bradshaw,  20  Jolin.  743 ;  Jackson  v.  llaOiaway,  15  id.  447. 
Therefore,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  upon  the  subject  of  the  own- 
ership of  the  soil  of  Vandewater  street,  the  title  to  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  in  the  adjacent  owners,  and  not  in  the  defendants. 

Prior  to  1852,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  defendants  might, 
at  any  time,  in  their  discretion,  alter  the  grade  of  a  street  within 
the  city  limits,  (Kent's  Charter,  58,  59 ;  Law  1813,  2  R.  S. 
407,  §  175),  and  for  any  injuries  sustained  by  adjoining  owners 
in  consequence  of  such  alt<iration,  no  action  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  would  lie,  {Wilson  v.  T.lie  Mayor,  Jkc,  of  N,  y.,  1  Denio, 
595 ;  Waddell  v.  The  Mayor,  etc.,  of  N.  Z,  8  Barb.  S.  C.  R  95); 
but  in  that  year  the  legislature  saw  fit  to  restrain  in  some  degree 
this  unlimited  discretion,  and  to  limit  its  exercise  to  certain  ca3e^', 
providing  at  the  same  time  a  means  of  compensating  parties  for  the 
necessary  injuries  which  usually  flow  from  such  an  act  being  car- 
ried into  effect.  Accordingly,  a  law  was  enacted  (Laws  1852, 
c.  52,  p.  46,)  the  first  section  of  which  declared  that  the  grades  of 
streets,  as  then  fixed  and  established  by  the  common  council  of 
New  York  city,  south  of  63d  street,  should  not  be  changed  or  al- 
tered except  as  thereinafter  provided.  By  section  2,  provision  was 
made  for  proceedings  by  which  a  grade  might  be  changed ;  but 
it  was  there  declared  that  it  should  not  be  lawful  for  the  common 
council  to  alter  or  change,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  grade  of  any 
such  street,  "  except  upon  the  written  consent  of  the  owners  of 
at  least  two  thirds  of  the  land  in  lineal  feet  fronting  on  each  side 
of  the  street  or  avenue,  opposite  to  and  adjoining  that  part  there- 
of, the  grade  of  which  was  to  be  changed  or  altered,"  and  thus 
to  this  extent  an  absolute  restriction  was  put  upon  the  power 
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previously  exercised  by  the  defendants,  and  it  was  made  unlaw- 
ful for  them  to  proceed  to  change  the  grade  of  Vandewater  street, 
except  upon  the  written  consent  of  two  thirds  of  the  owners 
affected. 

It  is,  therefore,  quite  clear  that  the  ordinance  under  which  the 
defendants  acted,  was  not  discretionar}-,  as  the  defendants  claim; 
but  contrary  to  law,  and  their  acts  under  it  unlawful.  Without 
the  consent  rcfiTivd  to,  the  defendants  had  no  jurisdiction  or  right 
to  pass  it,  and  it  being  void  they  had  no  right  to  enter  upon  the 
street  aud  do  the  act  complained  of,  f^r  the  purpose  of  carrying 
it  into  cffl^t.  Graces  v.  Otis,  2  Ilill,  466 ;  Prosser  v.  Secor^  5 
Barb.  607. 

It  is  true,  as  claimed  by  the  defendants,  that  the  common  coun- 
cil in  ]»a>Mng  the  ordinance  acted  judicially,  but  their  juris- lie- 
tion  was  sjKJcid  and  limited,  and  of  a  nature  which  may  alwavs 
be  inquired  into.  And  where  the  facts  do  not  exist  t)  confer 
the  jiirisdicliou  exercised,  the  act  is  not  only  void  but  affoHs  no 
protecli«ni  to  any  one  proceeding  under  it.  In  this  case  it  is  as 
if  no  ordinance  had  been  pa?setl,  and  the  defendants  stand  before 
the  court  us  naked  trespassers,  digging  up  the  public  highway 
in  front  of  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and  by  reason  of  which 
he  has  susUiincd  an  injury.  Bijehv:  v.  Stearns,  19  John.  39; 
sitjfra,  and  cases  citc<l ;  5  Barb.  607. 

As  we  have  seen,  the  act  complained  of  was  within  the  corpo- 
rate powerd  of  the  defendants,  had  they  proceeded  about  it  in  a 
j^roper  manner.  They  possess  the  right  to  change  the  grade  of 
Vandewater  street  upon  the  consent  of  two  thirds  of  the  owneR», 
and  to  cause  the  damages  done  to  the  owners  of  lands  on  the 
street  to  be  assessed  upon  other  lands  which  may  be  benefitted 
by  the  change;  but  wliat  wiis  done  in  this  case  was  an  illegal 
exercise  of  a  corporate  power  which  the  defendants  plainly  p^- 
sc*ss,  and  for  the  damages  produced  by  such  acts,  admitted  to 
have  been  done  under  their  direction,  they  are  undoubtedly  liable 
in  in  action  like  the  present.  Ilowdl  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  15  N.  Y. 
Kep.  512;  lAtcuur  v.  The  Mayor,  J-c,  of  N.  T.,  3  Duer,  406; 
liaison  V.  Tlie  Mayor,  dc,  oj  X.  Y.,  5  Selden,  16b. 
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I  have  not  referred  to  the  exception  taken  by  the  defendants' 
counsel  at  the  trial,  to  the  admission  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness. 
This  court  having  decided  in  Wallace  v.  2'he  Mayor  of  N,  n, 
{post),  that  the  law  allowing  parties  to  be  witnesses  in  their  own 
behalf,  is  applicable  to  actions  to  which  a  municipal  corporation 
is  a  party. 

Judgment  aiErmed. 


William  and  James  W.  Smifh  v.  Henry  Coe,  impleaded 

WITH  Joseph  Naylor. 

N.  ag^roed  for  a  apccified  sum  to  erect  a  building  for  C.    No  plana  or  apecificationft 

wore  settled  upon.     From  the  commencement  of  tiio  work  to  its  completion,  the 

contract  Itad  l>cenf  by  mutual  consent,  so  substantially  and  matoriully  departed 

fh>m  that  it  was  impoasible,  from  the  evidence  at  the  trial,  to  ascertain  the  extent 

of  the  altenitiona  in  tlie  contract,  which  was  originaily.iutendod  to  control  in  tlie 

ercctiou  of  the  building. 
Ueld^  that  the  case  should  be  regarded  as  one  where  it  Iiad  been  sho^ru  that  the 

building  was  erected  under  a  gciienil  employment,  and  in  respect  to  whicli  the 

owner  was  under  an  implied  obligation  to  pay  what  Uie  work  and  materials 

were  reasonably  worth. 
Parties  furuisliiug  labor  or  materials  towards  the  erection  of  a  building  under  such 

a  general  employment,  may  ac<iuire  a  lieu  under  the  mechanics'  lien  law,  for  the 

Taluo  of  such  materials  and  labor. 
When  a  party  agrees  to  erect  a  building  in  a  speciflod  manner,  whether  the  saro 

to  be  poid  for  it  is  agreed  upon  or  not^  if  he  abandons  the  work  before  its  com 

plction  he  can  recover  nothing. 
Or  if  he  fails  to  construct  a  building  in  every  essential  particular  in  accordance  with 

tho  contract,  unless  performahce  is  waived  by  the  other  party,  he  cannot  recover. 
Hie  use  or  occupation  of  the  building  by  tho  owner  will  not  be  deemed  a  waiver  of 

performance  of  the  oontract^  so  as  to  authorize  an  action  to  be  maintained  upon 

it  by  the  builder. 
A  gubstantial  oompliaiice  with  the  terms  and  conditions  agreed  upon  for  the  ooa- 

struction  of  the  building,  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  the  buildor  to 

maintain  an  action  upon  the  contract 
It  IS  essential  to  the  establishment  of  a  roechuiic's  lien  upon  premises,  that  at  the 

time  of  flUog  the  notioe  thereof)  there  was  actually  due  or  owing  from  the  owner 

to  the  original  contractor,  upon  his  contract,  a  greater  sum  than  the  amount  of 

the  hen  claimed. 
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The  lien  creditor  succeeds  only  to  the  rights  and  doima  which,  at  the  time  of  filing 
the  notice,  are  possessed  by  the  original  contractor,  and  unless  such  facta  an 
ostablislied  as  would,  in  a  proper  action,  entitle  the  original  contractor  to  recoTV, 
the  lien  creditor  cannot 

Ji  atftna  that  if  the  original  contractor  and  the  owner  should  make  a  fraudulent 
settlement  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  parties  furnishing  labor  or  materiola  of 
any  lien  therefor,  the  court  would  disregard  it 

Appkal  by  tLe  defendant  Coe  from  a  judgment  entered 
against  liim  at  special  term  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  action 
wn?  brought  under  the  mechp.nics'  lien  law  to  foreclose  a  lien  rto- 
quired  by  filing  a  notice  thereof  on  September  24th,  1857,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  plaintifis  had,  at  the  request  of  Naylor,  fur 
ni.shcd  materials  which  were  used  in  the  construction  of  a  build- 
ing belonging  to  the  defendant  Coe,  and  erected  for  him  by  Naj- 
lor  under  the  following  contract: 

^'  I  agree  to  erect  a  building  on  the  lots  comer  of  East  and 
Cherry  streets,  as  per  plans  and  specifications,  bearing  this  date, 
and  signed  by  me  and  Henry  Coe ;  and  agree  to  make  any  altera- 
tions that  may  be  suggested  by  him,  (provided  the  additional 
expense  of  the  said  alterations  does  not  exceed  three  hundred 
dollars),  and  finish  the  same  under  the  directions  of  Henry  Coe, 
in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner,  and  of  the  best  mateziak, 
for  the  sum  of  fourteen  thousand  dollars,  payable  as  follows: 
When  the  materials  are  delivered  on  the  ground,  and  a  receipt- 
ed bill  of  the  same  is  handed  over,  then  the  same  will  be  paid  to 
the  sellers  of  said  materials  to  the  extent  of  nine  thousand  dol- 
lars in  cash,  and  the  balance  when  the  whole  building  is  finished 
in  every  respect,  and  the  same  is  ascertained  to  be  free  from  any 
or  all  claims  of  any  kind  for  labor  or  materials,  thea  the  store 
No.  14  Moore  street,  is  to  be  conveyed  (subject  to  a  mortgage  of 
$3,850,)  to  J.  Naylor,  or  his  assigns,  as  payment  in  full  for  the 
remaining  five  thousand  dollars. 

New  York,  28th  May,  1857. 

Joseph  Natlob. 
Witness— Chas.  A.  CoK. 
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"  I  agree  to  make  an  additional  story  on  the  building  now  being 
erected  by  me  on  the  lots  corner  of  East  and  Cherry  streets,  so 
that  the  whole  will  be  three  stories  high,  and  on  a  level  with  tlio 
floors  of  store  755  Water  street,  and  finish  the  same,  under  the 
directions  of  Henry  Coe,  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner, 
and  of  the  best  materials,  for  the  sum  of  five  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars,  (making  the  whole  cost  of  building  when  com- 
pleted, $19,500),  payable  as  follows :  When  the  materials  are 
placed  on  the  ground,  one-half,  or  $2,750,  and  when  the  roof  is 
on  and  tinned,  the  rest,  or  $2,750. 

New  YoRk,  7th  July,  1857. 

Joseph  Naylor." 

The  defendant  Coe  answered,  and  alleged  that  the  building 
was  erected  under  these  contracts ;  that  he  had  paid  Nay  lor  the 
$19,500  therein  mentioned,  and  also  the  sum  of  $3,563.76  for 
extra  work,  independent  of  the  contracts,  and  that  at  the  time  of 
filing  the  notice  of  lien,  or  since,  no  sum  of  money  whatever 
was  due,  or  to  become  due,  to  Naylor,  on  account  of  the  erection 
of  the  building.  Also,  that  on  August  29th,  1857,  Naylor 
failed  to  complete  his  contracts  and  abandoned  the  w^ork — the 
building  being  then  in  an  unfinished  state — and  that  the  defend- 
ant Coe  had  been  compelled  to  complete  the  same  at  an  addi- 
tional expense  of  about  $1,500. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Judge  Daly,  without  a  jury,  who 
found,  as  matter  of  fact :  That  on  the  2'ith  of  September,  1857,  the 
day  the  lien  was  filed,  there  was  due  from  the  defendant  Coe  to  the 
defendant  Naylor,  a  larger  sum  than  the  plaintiff  demand ;  and, 
as  a  conclusion  of  Law,  that  there  was  due  to  the  plaintiffs  the  sum 
of  $1,737.53,  with  interest  from  the  twentieth  day  of  August, 
1857,  for  which  sum  the  plaintiff  had  a  lien*  upon  said  premi- 
ses; to  which  several  and  respective  findings,  of  fact  and  of 
law,  the  defendant  Coe  excepted. 

The  testimony  at  the  trial,  as  shown  by  the  printed  case,  was 
not  only  conflicting  in  its  essential  parts,  but  in  addition  was 
quite  indefinite,  so  as  to  be  almost  unintelligible,  arising  from  the 
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L  Xuvi.r  v/wi  :!.:-  clIt  ;v-l:Less  to  in>ve  :Le  inJebtednes  axid 
hi.-!  oo::. :/.;:.:.  >:  •.v::L  I'r.c  :r:r:r. .•'_•:  the  contract;  but  he  was  a^ 
U:r'.y  ''ii:y:T-':.i;:^l.  a-ii  L's  t^i^t:::,  :-:..•  sLo'ili  have  c^eii  disregard- 
fA.  1.  0:x  :".*•:  i7::i  Au^^'-Sit,  lSo7.  r-r  give  a  recoipx  ia  fall  foi 
all  work  whic'i  h-:  «loes  not  exj;  Iain,  ar.d  yet  Le  pretends  to  claim 
a  large  .suin  ?rtiil  dut:  him.  2.  lie  subseq'jenily  swore,  on  an  ex- 
ami Tiat  1(^/11  iu  a  proceeling  suppk^n-jLtAry  to  an  cxecuixon  against 
liim,  l!.at  notliirsi'^  '.va^i  due  him  fnDtxi  C«e.  This  was  on  the  lotb 
.Sfrpt^;rnb:r,  1S57.  3.  He  also  agreed  to  accept,  and  did  accept, 
§22,500  in  fiill. 

II.  Tljis  rec'-'ipt  was  given  and  the  deposition  made  before  the 
li<;n  was  file^l,  and  Ixffore  J»ny  claim  of  the  plainiifis  attached, 
and  8ucii  a  rec-ipt  cannot  be  p.nnullvril  or  set  aside  in  this  indirect 
njo<]e  by  a  procct^jing  under  the  lien  law,  witl.out  any  pleadings 
or  ]>reliniiiiary  ullegations  imj^eaching  iis  validity. 

III.  15ut  the  c<intractor,  Xaylor,  was  not  entitled  to  anything, 
aH  lie  admitted  he  had  been  paid  $*23,<XK),  which  was  more  than 
the  cf->ntract  railed  for,  being  $19,500,  for  he  had  never  fin- 
ished the  bulMitig.  In  fact,  he  was  paid  over  $2'>,000,  and 
then  he  nhando)ie.l  the  building  nearly  a  mouth  before  the 
lien  Wiw  filed.  Even,  therefore,  if  he  had  done  extra  work  by 
the  expn^s  or  implied  permission  of  Coe,  this  only  made  such 
extra  work  an  addition  to  the  work  called  for  by  the  contmet^ 
an<l  ui)on  well  settled  principles  he  could  recover  nothing,  either 
for  the  original  or  the  extra  work,  until  his  entire  contract  was 
jKirformcd,  which  has  never  been  done.  Pullman  v.  (hrnifi'j,  14 
Barb.  171;  &  C,  affirmed,  5  Selden,  93. 
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Tfionias  C  Fkhhj  for  the  resix)nclents. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — In  the  law,  as  laid  down  by  my  brother 
niLTOX,  I  fully  concur.  I  dififer  only  as  to  its  application  to 
the  facts  of  this  case.  I  agree  that  if  Nay  lor  entered  into  a  spe- 
cial contract  with  the  defendant  Coe,  to  erect  a  building  of  a  cer- 
tain kind  or  description  for  §19,500,  that  he  was  fully  paid  before 
the  plaintiffs  filed  their  lien,  and  that  nothing  would  be  due  from 
Coe  to  Naylor,  to  which  the  plaintiffs'  lien  could  attach ;  or  that 
if  Nay  lor  agreed  to  erect  a  building  in  a  specified  manner,  whether 
the  sum  hj  was  to  receive  for  it  was  agreed  upon  or  not,  and 
abandoned  the  work  before  it  was  completed,  that  he  could  re- 
cover nothing.  Whatever  doubts  may  have  previously  existed 
upon  the  point,  it  is  now  settled  to  be  the  law  of  this  state,  {Smith 
V.  Brady^  17  N".  Y.  Hep.  (3  Smith,)  173),  that  if  a  contract  is 
entered  into  for  the  erection  of  a  building,  in  which  the  nature 
of  the  structure  and  the  materials  of  which  it  is  to  be  composed 
are  agreed  upon  and  specified,  that  the  builder  must  perform  his 
contract  in  every  essential  particular,  unless  performance  is 
waived  by  the  other  party.  That  the  use  or  occupation  of  the 
building  by  the  owner  will  not  be  deemed  a  waiver,  or  such  an 
acceptance  of  the  building  as  will  entitle  the  builder  to  sue  upon 
the  contract,  leaving  the  owner  to  deduct  his  damages  from  the 
contract  price,  but  that  a  substantial  performance,  according  to 
the  terms  and  conditions  agreed  iij^on,  is  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  builder's  right  to  maintain  an  action  upon  the  contract. 
"Every  one,"  says  Comstock,  J.,  "has  a  right  to  build  his 
house,  his  cottage  or  his  store,  after  such  model  and  in  such  style- 
as  shall  best  accord  with  his  notions  of  utility,  or  be  most  agree- 
able to  his  fancy.  The  specifications  of  the  contract  become 
the  law  between  the  parties  until  voluntarily  changed.  If  the- 
owner  prefers  a  plain  and  simple  Doric  colum,  and  has  so  pro- 
vided in  the  agreement,  the  contractor  has  no  right  to  put  in  its 
place  the  more  costly  and  elegant  Corinthian.  If  the  owner,  hav* 
ing  regard  to  strengtli  and  durability,  has  contractc«l  for  walls  of 
specified  materials  to  be  laid  in  a  particular  manner,  or  for  a  given 
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number  of  joists  and  beams,  the  builder  has  no  right  to  substi- 
tute his  own  judgment  or  that  of  others.  Ilaving  departed  from 
the  agreement,  if  performance  has  not  been  waived  by  the  other 
party,  the  law  will  not  allow  him  to  allege  that  he  has  made  as 
good  a  building  as  the  one  he  engaged  to  erect.  He  can  demand 
payment  only  upon  and  according  to  the  terms  of  his  contract, 
and  if  the  conditions  on  which  payment  is  due  have  not  been 
performed,  then  the  right  to  demand  it  does  not  exist." 

This  rule,  which  denies  to  the  contractor  who  abandons  the 
•work  before  he  has  completed  it,  or  who  in  completing  it  has 
substantially  departed  from  what  was  agreed  upon,  any  remu- 
neration for  what  he  has  done,  is  one  in  respect  to  which  great 
diversity  of  opinion  has  existed.  And  the  obligation,  in  such  a 
case,  of  the  party  who  has  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the 
labor  and  materials  of  another,  to  make  at  least  some  compensa- 
tion for  what  he  has  received,  after  a  full  and  liberal  allowance 
has  been  made  to  him  for  any  damage  he  may  have  sustained  by 
the  non-performance  of  the  contract  in  its  entirety,  has  been  re- 
cognized and  upheld  by  the  judicial  tribunals  of  Massachusetts 
and  New  Hampshire.  Hayxcard  v.  lAonard^  7  Pick.  181 ;  Smitli 
v.  First  Congregational  Afeeting  House  in  Loicell,  8  id.  178;  Brii' 
ton  V.  Turner,  6  N.  H.  481.  The  more  rigid  rule,  to  which  we 
have  adhered  in  this  stxite,  has  its  foundation  in  the  policy  of  se- 
curing the  full  and  faithful  performance  of  contracts  where  tbe 
contract  clearly  and  expressly  specifies  what  is  to  be  done,  for 
the  reason  that  a  more  lax  and  less  rigid  rule  would  afford  en- 
couragement to  parties  to  abandon,  or  execute,  their  contracts  as 
their  interest  or  caprice  dictated  ;  and  though  it  may  inflict  upon 
the  defaulting  contractor  a  very  heavy  i>ecuniary  punishment, 
by  giving  to  the  other  party  what  the  contractor  has  done,  with- 
out paying  anything  for  it,  still  that  consideration  is  unimportant, 
weighed  against  its  iiealthy  and  beneficial  effect  as  a  general  rule. 

The  rule,  however,  can  be  applied  only  in  cases  where  a  spe- 
cial contract  has  been  entered  into,  and  tlie  distinction  in  the 
present  case  is,  that  the  contract  under  which  Coe  and  Naylor 
acted  cannot  be  nigardcd  as  a  special  one  as  respects  the  nature 


NEV\'   YOUK-APUIL,  1S59.  371 


Smith  V.  Coe. 


of  tlie  building  to  be  erected,  tlic  materials  of  which  it  was  to  be 
composed,  or  as  to  the  amount  which  Coe  was  to  pay.  The  case, 
as  settled,  is  but  a  very  imi)erfcct  statement  of  the  evidence 
which  appeared  upon  the  trial,  as  I  took  it  for  granted,  in  settling 
it,  that  the  plaintiff  had,  in  his  amendments,  embraced  all  that  he 
considered  material,  and  I  looked  no  flirther  than  to  see  whether 
the  amendments  objected  to  were  correct.  Still,  iniixjrfcct  as  the 
case  is,  it  sufficiently  discloses,  for  the  purposes  of  this  review, 
what  the  nature  of  the  contract  was,  and  that  it  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  defining  the  plan  of  the  building,  the  materials  that 
were  to  be  used  in  its  construction,  or  as  fixing  the  amount  ulti- 
mately to  be  paid. 

On  the  28th  of  May,  1857,  Naylor  agreed  in  writing,  to  erect 
a  building  as  per  plans  and  specifications  signed  by  him  and  Coe, 
to  be  finished,  under  the  directions  of  Coe^  in  a  good  and  workman- 
like manner  and  of  the  best  materials,  for  $14,000,  Coe  to  pay 
for  the  materials  to  the  seller  as  the  same  were  delivered  at  the 
building,  to  the  extent  of  $9,000,  and  when  the  building  was 
finished,  Coe  was  to  convey  the  store  14  Moore  street  to  Naylor, 
subject  to  a  mortgage  of  $3,850,  as  payment  in  full  for  the  re- 
maining $5,000.  Naylor  further  agreed  to  make  any  alterations 
suggested  by  Coe,  provided  the  expense  did  not  exceed  $300. 
Though  the  contract  refers  to  the  plans  and  specifications  signed  by 
Coe  and  Naylor,  contemporaneously  with  the  making  of  the  writ- 
ten agreement,  no  plans  or  specifications  were  signed.  Specifica- 
tions in  writing,  bearing  the  same  date  as  the  written  agreement, 
and  to  which  the  name  of  the  defendant's  brother  as  a  witness  was 
attached,  were  read  in  evidence,  and  which  the  brother  Charles 
Coe  testified  were  specifications  drawn  up  by  the  defendant,  and 
on  which  the  contract  was  based.  Naylor  admitted  that  a  specifi- 
cation was  shown  to  him  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  contract^ 
that  one  was  given  to  him  at  that  time,  which  was  lost,  and  that 
he  might  have  seen  the  specifications  exhibited  in  court  before, 
but  that  he  never  signed  any  specifications  or  worked  by  any ; 
that  he  was  to  draw  a  s{iecification  to  work  by,  which  was  to  be 
given  to  Coe,  but  that  he  never  drew  one.    The  defendant's 
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hToih'cT  t*.5t ::>.-•!  iLa:  :*:-»-•  r-ras*:!!  why  Xavlor  did  no:  s:z:\  tie 
speciccatioLa  was,  that  one  or  :wo  alteniUOLS  were  made,  and  Na}- 
lor  v;ar-te  1  a  fiir  cor-y.  C'-iice»iii:g,  uj.oii  this  lesiiraony,  iLat 
the  a:.-*:c:n:auon  cxLlr.-itid  :ll  co^irt  was  :ue  or.e  reierr^i  to  ia 
the  wriito::  ajrr'itfii.or.t,  iLat  i:  \v;i.-  d^.livcred  lo  and  acv.-»j|'ied  ly 
Naylor,  as  cor-siituiing  a  j  urt  of  lae  agreement  then  mudf,  it  is 
a:par«.i.t  up^n  :he  more  inspection  of  it,  thai  without  the  p!aL3 
it  f.inii.-'.-ea  no  guide  a.s  to  tlie  Laiure  of  the  structure  to  l«o 
erected.  It  was  drawn  by  the  defendant,  and  is  entided  sjvjcln- 
tion  of  carpenter's  work  and  materials  required  to  build  a  t-co  yjjrj 
storK/tOHsej  corner  of  Ea.st  and  Cherry  streets.  It  provides  fjrthr.* 
thiokn'.'S  of  t:*.*  wi.lls,  but  their  hcij^htu  or  the  dimensions  of  the 
building,  the  i.urnb-.T  of  «.>penings,  such  as  windows,  ic.,  are  un- 
ascertainuble  without  the  plaiis.  It  Ls  specific  a.s  to  certain  ma- 
terials to  be  ui-eJ,  and  silent  as  to  others.  It  dc»j3  not  appear 
whether  the  buillinjr  is  to  be  uf  brick  or  of  stone.  It  is  not  oi.Iv 
defective  in  oniiiting  to  spccity  some  of  the  most  ess.^ntial  of  liic 
TnateriaL^,  but  in  matters  where  it  is  Sijccitic,  i:  li:\s,  under  liiC 
direction  and  ii.-sent  of  tlie  defendant,  been  so  niuterally  dejuirtd 
from  in  the  ase  of  materials  and  in  other  mutters  in  waieh  it  iss^K.- 
cilic,  that  1  came  to  the  cou  el  us  ion  that  w  hate  VL*r  may  iiaw  L^.vu 
the  un'.l.rstunding  of  the  parties  when  this  si-eeiiicaiion  wa^ 
drawn,  wliether  they  intended  or  not  that  it  wa^s  to  f^rm  part  of 
the  written  agreement  uf  the  2Sth  of  Muy,  1S57,  when  that  agree- 
ment was  higneil  by  Kaylor,  that  it  was  very  clear  that  neither 
party  regarded  this  specification  as  controlling  or  as  bin  Jing  upcn 
either,  but  tliat  the  building,  materially  altered  from  the  first  de- 
sign or  intention,  whatever  that  was,  was  earned  ou  by  Xavlor 
under  the  dirL-ction  of  Coe,  soas  to  become,  both  as  to  the  nature 
of  the  structure  and  in  the  cost  and  expense  of  building  it,  sonic- 
thing  very  different  from  what  cither  party  had  iu  view  when 
Nay  lor  signed  the  agreement  of  the  23th  of  May,  18o7. 

Alx^ut  a  month  after  that  agreement  was  made,  that  is,  on  the 
7th  of  July,  au  important  change  was  made — the  addition  of 
another  story — by  which  the  building  was  nnide  three  stories  iu 
heighth.     This  Xavlor  agrc-c«l,  iu  writing,  to  do  in  a  workman- 
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like  manner,  and  of  the  best  materials,  for  $5,500 ;  making  in 
all,  as  he  expressed  it  in  the  writing,  for  the  whole  cost  of  the 
building,  when  completed,  $19,500;  one  half  of  the  additional 
$3,500  to  be  paid  when  the  materials  were  placed  on  the  ground, 
and  the  other  half  when  the  roof  was  on  and  tinned.  This 
writing  might  be  regarded  as  a  distinct  understanding  and  agree- 
ment, on  the  part  of  Nay  lor,  as  to  what  the  cost  of  the  whole 
building  was  to  be,  or  as  to  what  he  had  agreed  to  erect  it  for; 
and  if  I  could  have  said,  u[)on  the  evidence,  that  no  alteration 
or  change  hnd  been  made  after  that  time,  but  that  the  building, 
as  then  carried  forward,  and  ultimately  completed,  was  exactly 
what  was  then  intendeil,  or  if  changed,  that  the  alteration  or 
change  had  been  made  b}'^  Naylor,  without  tlie  concurrence  or 
authority  of  Coe,  then  I  might  have  held  that  Naylor  was  en- 
titled to  but  $19,500,  and  had  been  fully  paid  that  amount 
But  I  would  have  been  entirely  unwan-anted  in  drawing  any 
such  conclusion  from  the  evidence.  Naylor,  in  his  testimony, 
has  enumerated  changes  that  were  made  in  the  character  of  the 
materials  and  in  the  nature  of  the  structure,  which,  limiting  my- 
self to  those  which  I  concluded,  from  the  evidence,  were  made 
after  the  agreement  for  the  third  story  was  entered  into,  in- 
volved an  additional  expense  of  over  $6,000,  the  last  item  of 
which  was  the  difference  between  spruce  instead  of  hemlock  for 
the  roof.  Naylor  also  testified  that  the  difference  in  cost  be- 
tween the  building  first  contracted  to  be  built  and  the  building 
as  finished,  was  about  $12,000,  in  consequence  of  changes  made 
from  the  original  contract.  In  this  he  is  not  contradictc<l,  and 
we  must  assume  the  fact  to  be  true.  The  specification  given  in 
evidence  is  imperfect,  and,  without  the  plans,  it  is  impossible  to 
gay  what  kind  of  building  was  contemplated  by  the  original  con- 
tract, except  so  far  as  it  is  indicated  in  the  testimony.  It  is  this 
difficulty,  tlie  utter  impossibility  of  fixing,  by  the  evidence,  upon 
the  kind  of  building  that  was  to  be  erected,  that  leaves  this  case 
deficient  in  an  element  essential  to  the  existence  of  a  special  con- 
tract. If  we  could  gather  from  the  written  instruments  and  the 
oral  testimony  the  exact  nature  of  the  building  to  be  erected, 
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and  tlie  ki:i  1  of  inr.terlals  to  be  iiscd  in  its  construction,  as  a 
thir.g  5o:tk'vl  and  agreed  uj>on  between  the  parties,  we  should 
then  have,  what  dix-rs  not  exist  in  this  case,  the  proper  starting 
ixnut.  That  leing  clearly  defined  and  specified,  any  additions 
made  wo'.iKl  lo  oxt:a  work,  the  value  or  cost  of  which  could  be 
aidL\!  to  the  contract  prieo,  and  the  matter  would  he  verv  simple. 
If  tl'.e  si>.viri«.*atio:is  given  in  evidence  bv  the  defendant  had  been 
?ig'/.ed  by  Xaylor,  thoy  would,  as  far  as  they  go,  be  binding  ujwa 
lum  :  but  we  have  Naylor  asserting  that  the  sjjecifieation  hanJed 
him  at  tl;e  time  of  tlio  making  of  the  contract  did  not  call  for 
vellow  .<tono  girder?,  and  in  his  cross-examination,  admiuing 
that  the  paper  shown  him  contained  everything  in  the  original 
sjxviiioatio]!,  bv.t  at  the  5ame  lime  declaring  that  alterations 
commeneod  from  the  foundation,  that  he  never  paid  much  atten- 
tion to  the  siveiiioation,  but  went  on  and  built  the  building  as 
Mr.  Coe  and  Mr.  Lawrence  toM  him  to.  That  it  was  built  under 
the  directions  of  Mr.  Cx?  a:id  Mr.  Lawrence,  and  that  he  told  Coe 
that  ii'.e  building  would  cost  a  great  deal  more  as  he  was  going 
on.  That  abvVvit  ton  days  after  he  commenced,  they  objected  to 
the  use  of  old  t::nb.T.  and  that  ai\er  that  he  went  on  and  built  as 
they  din^vto  1,  a:id  when  thoy  gave  no  directions,  he  went  on  and 
built  hiv.isolt'.  and  that  the  diil'?ronee  between  old  and  new  tim 
Wr  added  live  thous:ind  dollars^  to  the  cost  of  erection.  Coe's 
bn^ther,  however,  lostiiu'd  that  Xavlor  could  not  »jet  vellow  pine 
timber,  ar.d  asked  j»onniN?ion  to  substitute  other  timber.  That 
when  Naylor  oommonoed  putting  down  the  foundation  the  de- 
fendant objooial  to  his  putting  dov,-:i  old  timber,  as  the  specifi- 
cation oalK\l  for  new  timber — yellow  and  Georgia  pine — whicli 
was  not  strietly  the  fact,  and  iliat  Xaylor  put  down  new.  Tliis 
witne.'^  also  testitied  that  some  si>ruce  was  used,  which  was  an 
inferior  article,  and  that  the  siHH?iiieation  called  for  the  best  kind 
of  timber  of  everv  description — in  which  he  was  mistaken,  as. 
with  the  exe^'piion  of  the  seven  rows  of  girders  and  posts  ihrougli 
the  lirst  s:ory,  which  were  to  be  of  yellow  pine  timber,  no  other 
timber  is  mon:io:ied  in  the  sj-ecitieaiion  but  good  mcrehantablo 
qualitv  .<:*■  *ict'  timlvr.     This  witr.escs  w;\s  inaeonrate  in  scvoni! 
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Other  important  particulars.  I  thought  his  testimony,  upon  the 
whole,  very  loose  and  general ;  and  having  found  him  inaccu- 
rate in  several  material  points,  I  did  not  regard  his  testimony  as 
controlling  upon  any  point.  But  even  this  witness  testified  that 
the  contract  was  varied  from  before  the  building  was  finished ; 
how,  or  by  whom,  whether  with  or  without  the  defendant's  con- 
sent, he  does  not  state,  and  I  merely  refer  to  it  to  show  that  even 
his  testimony  is  not  consonant  with  the  existence  of  a  special 
contract,  the  entire  performance  of  which,  according  to  terms 
stipulated  and  specified,  the  defendant  has  or  had  a  right  to  ex- 
act, but  as  supporting  the  theory  or  conclusion  which  I  arrived 
at  in  deciding  the  case,  namely,  that  whatever  may  have  been  the 
exact  understanding  of  the  parties  in  the  beginning,  or  at  any 
one  time,  a  thing  impossible  to  be  determined  from  the  evidence, 
that  it  was  materially  departed  from  with  the  full  assent,  author- 
ity and  direction  of  the  defendant,  so  as  to  leave  their  contract 
wanting  in  those  features  essential  to  the  existence  of  a  special 
contract,  and  which  demands  for  its  construction,  or  for  the  de- 
termination of  the  rights  of  the  parties  under  it,  a  very  different 
rule  of  law  from  that  which  prevails  in  respect  to  speciid  con- 
tracts. 

One  important  deviation  in  materials  was  from  spruce  to  yel- 
low pine  timber.  This  the  defendant's  witness,  Lawrence,  says 
was  agreed  to.  It  made  a  diiferencc  in  the  cost,  that  is,  increased 
it  between  $1,200  and  $1,500.  The  building  was  raised  eight 
feet,  which  made  a  difference  of  $3,500,  and  maJe  it  necessary 
to  give  the  roof  a  double  pitch,  when  it  was  to  have  but  a  single 
pitch.  The  specifications  arc  silent  as  to  the  kind  of  brick,  the 
general  provision  being  that  "  all  materials  were  to  be  of  good 
merchantfjble  qualities."  Nay  lor  intended  to  use  soft  brick  on  the 
inside  of  the  walls,  and  had  a  right  to.  There  was  nothing  in 
the  specification  to  the  contrar}- .  Hard  brick  was  used  at  an  extra 
cost  of  $3,000.  Timber  for  concrete  was  used  at  an  extra  cost  of 
$500  or  $600.  These  items  are  referred  to,  to  show  how  material 
the  deviations  were.  In  addition  to  which,  there  were  many 
things  not  embraced  in  the  specification,  and  not  necessarily  a 
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^jlT.  :z'Lz  iz^j^zz:  n:'::  j5  "ne  tio'isand  feet  of  railway,  $750; 

Cr.: :  1  -  i'.-rr :- ir>i :  uri.  $7v :  and  siairwav  for  the  hatchway,  4c. 

N:"! . .-  'zsi^-j-L  Ls  I  l-Tc  foii.  :.ia:  the  alterations  commenced 

"-.-Ji  :lr  :.  .-!:.-: :r.  izi  i:~  Lr.i-.crjJ  those  alterations,  changes 

--.  i  ilii  li  -  rrr.  izi  I:—  rrritly  tr.ey  added  to  the  cost  of 

i_-r  f-ri.Tir:-,  i-  :.r:.ir-rL:  fr:»:::  "iie  testimoiiv.     Xavior  savs  that 

^ .  :l.ir  t:^  sj^i  i:*: ::  rs-ri  w>rk.     C-je  paid  all  the  bills  up  to 

:'_t  :  .i.i'.z'i  '.  .11    Evrrr  S^rirliT.  Navlor  came  to  the  defend- 

..:  :"f  5:  ri  - ::_  -  !:•:  •::  tit  'Szot^ts.  and  the  defendant's  brother 

-  ....1 :..  ir  "  ij:"5.     Zi  :l.r  — .-.y  :'.e  —  :rk  went  on.  showing  t:iat 

:Lr  :rrr:~:--?  =:nei  r  t  Xivlir.  v.-lic'..  s:::-ulated  as  to  the  mode 

::  T-k  HI.  .'.    »   r-:  I-:":i.r:e-i  ir:ni  :r.  the  berinnincr.     "I  was  sat- 

i?!:-.:.'*  .vz-j?  Vj^Tlir.  "".o  r:  ::.  ai.i  luill  as '.on  z  fis  Coe  paid  the 

I..I5."     A-.".  :-  il.  s  -  IV  :lev  '.-.0:::  CT..  Xavlor  fJlowinc:  the 

:..:^xu:i.5  .:  x."  *■:  i-I  L:^   rvLce,  ;»-i  C;»e  t«aviD>r  all  the  bilk 

V :..;::  ^v.."..  -;.  fjr-iir-::::.!:  X:iT*.:r  w:is  little  beiter  than  asu 

v.:  .:.:..:::.:.     r.-:-  ::..:  •  ?.:  -.-j^-.-rvc-r  :ireo::ons  were  given  to 

l..:v..  .u: I  :'. :  r..:::-^  v  :-rr.  c:.  :he  v.vrk  v.ere  supplied  by  Coo. 

*.  V  iv.v  :  J  :L:  -.:-:  I."-" -:-::?  fverv  Saiuriav  n"jLt.  and  payiui:  the 

I  il's  .^  .h-.     >u:.  ;■  ■—     S i>h  a  5:-:c  ;:  thirds  is  iLCOusistent  with 

:-;i  ?  \;    -:::       :'.:.:  ..'.'..7  i:.r.T  ..y.A   :r  5UT'.:'>ei  thev  were 

.7  ;*  *:r;*:Li-    .-::.:r..\;i  i-r  a  ceiUii::  tLiuii  ui  a  dxcJ 

n.:  .:.:\l.:..l:  j-..ve  :L-j  n:>:  iiLequivcoal  evidence  that 

A--:  rh:  J  :•:  :hr  -.vrltttn  iL^:r*vin:en:  he  was  to  pav 

$14..Vv.  «:..:  vi.'.y  $11.7'v  c:  :L\t  i:-;f..re  tLe  building  was  dn- 

:<l:e'.:,  ..s  :*..c  rv^L;:..::'^  >2.7c'.*  was  :o  h«e  raid  wLen  the  roof  was 

on  ;;:..!  :  :.:..:.     F:r  :':.-?  r.::.^::  r.,-  lan  of  the  S19,5CK.\  hewas 

:o  0.  r.vov  :r  Navl:r  .i  s:.:re.  when  :he  buildino:  was  finished  aad 

olc;ir.-.l  V :' ;.!'.  cl;'.:r.:s  z:z  !:.c-:r.  ;*nd  yet  he  p«aid  out  in  cash,  while 

N.;y>r  •.vi.s  :n  ol.ar^?  :i  :h-:  l.:.li;r.g,  :.ni  before  it  was  com- 

plciAi.  $-o,'4t2,  vT  ::t;\rly  $1  .\'»j  more  than  Xaylor  could  have 

do:n;\v..:c.i  ur.vUT  s\;/::  :i  orr.ira.t,  and  a  lanr?  excess  over  the 

pr.oo  siwir.c:  in  the  wrl::::^.     This  was  and  is,  to  my  miud, 

vorv  ov^r.oliisive,  :o  sh.^w  :La:  he  dii  no:  regard  himself  as  limited 

bv  :h;,t  priov\  bi;:  ihra  he  olearlv  recOirr.ize.:  his  olli nation  to  mv 

i;:oro.     >ly  cor.vl  ;^i.':•.  was,  L::d  sull  is,  that  he  showeJ.  bv  his 
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own  act,  that  the  onginal  design  or  intention  of  the  parties  had 
been  materially  changed  in  the  progress  of  the  erection,  and  that 
the  sum  named  in  the  writings  was  no  longer  tho  fixed  or  stipu- 
lated cost.  lie  evidently  regarded  the  conveyance  of  the  store  in 
Moore  street  as  no  longer  a  feature  in  the  mode  of  payment,  as 
he  had  already  paid  out  in  cash  several  thousand  dollars  more 
than  the  whole  sum  named  in  the  two  agreements,  including  the 
store,  which  was  to  be  equivalent  to  $5,000. 

I  did  not  attach  much  im|X)rtance  to  the  receipt,  except  as  an 
acknowleilgment  tliat  §19,500  was  receiyed  by  Naylor  jirevious 
to  the  17th  of  August,  1857,  because  the  defendant,  by  making 
subsequent  payments — payments  afterwards  to  the  amount  of 
$4,142 — indicated  very  clearly  that  he  did  not  regard  it  as  a  final 
settlement.  Nor  did  I  hold  the  statement  of  Naylor,  when  ex- 
amined upon  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution,  that  Coo 
had  not  agreed  to  give  him  more  than  $19,500,  but  that  he  had 
hopes  that  he  would  give  him  something  more,  as  conclusive 
upon  the  plaintiff  in  the  action.  Naylor  having  testified,  it  was 
receivable  in  evidence,  to  be  weighed  in  connection  with  what 
Naylor  testified  to  on  the  trial ;  but  the  whole  evidence  in  the 
case  was  to  be  taken  together  ;  and  if  the  whole  evidence  taken 
together  established  a  ditfereut  state  of  facts,  the  plaintift*  would 
not  be  concluded  by  any  admission  made  by  Naylor. 

It  was  in  proof  before  me,  that  the  mason  a!id  carpenter  work 
of  the  building  as  finished  was  worth  $29,529.0(5.  I  regret  that 
the  testimony  of  the  two  very  competent  witnesses,  one  a  super- 
intendent of  buildings,  and  the  other  a  practical  mason,  by  whom 
this  fact  was  established,  has  not  been  fully  inserted  in  the  case, 
that  the  mode  in  which  they  proceeded,  and  the  biisis  upon  which 
their  estimate  was  made,  might  fully  appear.  But  the  fact  stands 
upon  the  record,  and  the  defendant  did  not  attempt  to  controvert 
or  question  it.  Lawrence,  the  defendant's  witness,  testified  that 
the  additional  work  after  Naylor  left,  amounted  to  $1,000,  so  that 
the  materials  and  work  then  done  was  of  the  value  of  $28,529. 
The  defendant's  brother  testified  that  he  paid  out  $25,000,  and 
that  defendant  paid  out,  in  addition,  $1,000  or  $2,937  more  than 
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: _.-l  .-  -..r  iz-sv-r  :o  liii~^  t-tstn  paid  to  XaTlor 

.      -  •..     -:•  -  •- 1  :i  —-i  ":  .-ILz^.  iZ'l  wzich  Xaylor co> 

_  — ^  ;  .- ..    r.  ^  -  -  -~-r:±=«:':  ;":.  wL;«:h  he  »i:»l  notdis- 

1   L.    --::      v^  r.__-.  — ■  ?:-  -vi?  ':.;?;  ^1.'>J0  addition:;! 

::•.--  1".-.  •  .  r.  i- i  -=  Lr  ^  .rk  xa^  done  under  Law- 
_•  •  .    :.•  —  ■-..-"    : : : :  :  rz.z  1^l\  La-.vrer.ce's  testimoi:v 

m 

"  7  _..-..  -^  •_:  ZL.-r.  :',j,\'.:  ly.TL  tiia;  pjint.     I  con- 

.  -    _:    '.  •-...     -  "L.-Ji  i."."  i.f-r^noe  :o  ce  drawn  fro::i  the 

.^    .    ■—     "     .:•■-?    .  .T  !.■•  :■:    : ^.-.z-iCLs,  or  his  statoinviiS 

".-   •      .-•       ..--1  "    "■  -':.  :le  •:::M:.":g  after  Xavlor 

■ ".    ....  r^  r's.    :  irar'y  f.vo  tLoiiiand  dolLirs, 

.  -    --    r -•    _  - .:  ^-  .^  ;  ~  .!!  .:l:-rr.  saowinsr  how  vajnie 

V  .*:  -;.-.  :^:-  ^=      i    ::..-:■  "^itneas, Lamely,  "after 

_    .    V,   .  :   ■?---"•♦.   .:  1 '-.-r  avi-Ldone-i  the  building, 

—    '.      '   ~  ..:._.  :il  ic*'.  aoeordiriff  to hisitate- 


—     "r.  r  .  7'  •      *       =  ; -li  :•:  -ii-Lslitlie  building  and 
■     --. "     11.    Ij:  r.-l  zi.  :.:•.:.-.  -s-::!!  Liwrenoe  as  to  iiie 
-    -'..:.:-.  -  ."■  -J  ::  '-r:,r\/  :\  :..oith  earlier  than  the 
-    .     1—    r        .  .-.1 .  — v:.^  :. u:.d  him  inaccurate  in 
.■-  ■        ..  >.  1  :  ^  J" '. .  1  1- .  •  r . ::.-.?  a?  :Le  riiore  reliable  wit- 
.      *     ?:...:  N..  .  r.  ii:.: ...  alir.ioned,  was  around  the 
-.    ".  : .  :.l  z:  .vir  nl?  :i::..r  L.*  left :  that  !:e  saw  him, 

'. .  .  L  -T  :..  1  :l.r  lu  1  iir  J  '.-x-kir.  j  at  the  men.  All 
.  : .-:  ..  ■■  ?.  .  if..  1 :...  :_:.:  :!:-:•  .iban  lonment,  which  the 
•  :  . .  ::■■}.  :  .  "  --  r  ^^.r  ::...:::?  of  o:  iiion  than  of  knowl- 
L.  ;. .  . .  f  -.^r?  :-..:  X-kvl  r  l.i:  the  building,  to  the  best 
"....*.  ..  :  :lr  .'  •:  :  Sr;!  reinber.  That  be  was  about 
'..'.:;  J  ■  :'..r  . "••  v:*: :  .  S-.:  ternber.  Cue  swears  that  he 
\:i,  :/.■;  f.r.:v.:.  .  ::  :'.  •../..  r.:;  i  X:  vl>r  positivelv  denies  that  he 
over  ;••  a:./.  :'.c  1 :!.:  I  .:ill.:\r.  My  own  conclusion  wasthat  Nay- 
lor  wocs  I : . '  *:!/."  :.v.  .-v.  cr  w;;s  :here  but  little  after  the  time  fixed 
by  Lawrvoo.  ;•.  .  *.  :!.:.:  -'ur::.;r  tlis  liuie,  which  must  have  been 
short,  UK  N.;\  lo:  ^^^c  r^  :':.e  builiing  was  tini^hed  in  the  hcfjinninQ 
ot'lXtiHvr:  t:;at  :IiO  K>rvr.;an  went  on  as  usual  until  the  building 
was  tir.i>iu\i,  t-:o  liotVndaiit  j  aying  him  and  the  other  workmen. 
It  dot^  not  ;ii»i'ear  iliat  Xaylor  ever  received  a  dollar.    All  that 
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cau  be  gathered  from  the  evidence  is,  that  the  defendant's  brother 
paid  as  the  work  progressed,  upon  Naylor  sending  him  the  bills, 
and  thut  Nay  lor  brought  him  every  Saturday  night  a  list  of  tho 
laborers,  and  that  he  paid  their  wages.  If  any  money  was  paid 
except  in  this  way,  it  does  not  appear  in  the  evidence.  Now  as- 
suming that  Naylor  left  when  Lawrence  thinks  he  did,  about  the 
last  of  September,  and  that  the  work  after  that,  in  finishing  the 
building,  amounted  to  $1,000,  in  what  position  did  the  parties 
stand  ?  The  value  of  the  mason  and  carpenter  work,  then,  if  that 
included  all,  which  may  be  doubted,  amounted  to  $29,529.06, 
and  the  defendant  had  paid  §23,642.  The  amount  of  pay- 
ments claimed  or  set  up  by  the  answer,  is  something  short  of 
this— $23,063 ;  but  $23,642  was  the  statement  given  by  the  de- 
fendant to  Naylor,  and  which  Naylor  admitted  on  the  stand  to 
be  correct  I  leave  out  of  consideration  altogether  the  statement 
of  Charles  Coe,  that  there  were  payments  to  the  amount  of 
$26,000,  because  it  was  a  loose  estimate  by  the  witness,  in  round 
numbers  intrinsically  unreliable,  and  is  nearly  $3,000  more  than 
IS  stated  or  claimed  in  the  answer.  Taking  §1^3,642,  therefore, 
as  the  total  amount  of  payments,  it  sliows  an  excess  of  value  over 
payments  of  $5,887,  in  which  wius  included  the  plaintiffs  bill  of 
$1,737.53,  and  the  claims  of  other  mechanics,  loosely  estimated 
by  Naylor  at  $1,500 ;  all  of  which  has  gone  into  the  defendant's 
building,  and  the  benefit  of  which  he  claims  to  enjoy  upon  the 
ground  that  he  has  shown  a  special  agreement  on  the  part  of  Nay- 
lor to  erect  the  building  as  it  was  ultimately  finished,  for  $19,500. 
[  have  sufficiently  set  forth  the  reasons  that  show  that  any  such 
conclusion  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  testimony,  and  that 
whatever  may  have  been  the  understanding  of  the  parties  when 
the  sum  was  fixed  upon,  it  was  so  materially  departed  from  by 
the  erection  of  a  building  worth  $10,000  more,  that  it  is  now 
utterly  impossible,  at  least  upon  this  evidence,  to  say  what  kind 
of  building  was  agreed  upon  for  $19,500.  The  defendant|  in  his 
answer,  admits  extra  work  to  the  amount  of  $3,563.76.  Extra 
work  must  be  an  addition  made  to  work  previously  specified  and 
defined,  and  to  know  what  is  extra  we  must  know  what  was 
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f  rivi'j-i."];.-  aiTV'yi  ':j«c»n.  n:al  tLis  I  s.iv  cannot  be  gatLered  from 
the  .-rj-.ciricatio^Sj  ih-':  im]r-'rfvc:  and  defective  state  of  which| 
from  tiic  v/ant  of  {.'laiis  and  of  matters  esseiitial  to  be  inserted,  I 
Lav':  a'.rvaa  V  fointeii  c-ut :  in  audition  to  which,  alterations  and 
chi.riL'ei?  L-  mrnor.ced  r»h'noit  \vi:h  the  fuundation  of  the  building. 
With  11. is  iiniy.ir:;int  eoi.ceasi-r'n  by  the  dijfendant,  that  there  was 
extra  work,  how  an3  we  to  get  at  it  ?  If  we  say  that  the  origi- 
hal  undcrsrtaiidlng  was  to  erect  a  building  for  §19,o00,  and  that 
i^fterwards,  by  alterations,  changes  or  additions,  a  building  was 
jyut  up  of  the  value  oi  $HKo:i[\  we  may  s.iy  that  the  dijSerence 
was  for  extra  work.  But  I  maintain  that  nothing  of  this  kind 
can  be  predicated  upon  this  evidence,  and  that  the  only  proper 
finding  upon  it  is  to  hold  that  it  does  not  show  what  was  to  be 
erected  f  jr  SlJ^j'^^OO,  and  that  i:i  that  respect  it  fails  to  establish 
tLe  most  e&sential  element  of  a  sj^ecial  contract,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  pro<jf  of  a  special  contract,  the  legal  conclusion  is  an 
iiiiplie-l  obligation  on  the  jmrtof  the  defendant  to  pay  Najdor 
whatever  the  work,  materials  and  services  were  reasonably  worth. 
I  took  the  estimate  of  the  two  expeits  as  establishing  the  reason- 
able value  of  the  work  and  materials  to  be  $29,529.06,  and  allow- 
i:ij.^  even  that  the  dcTendnnt  liad  j>aid  to  the  full  amount  stated  by 
his  brotliL-r,  tljat  i.s§'Jt),OW,  that  he  would  still  be  indebted  in  an 
amount  very  much  greater  than  the  plaintiff's  claim.  That  upon 
the  jwjinlSj  in  conflict  between  Xay lurand  the  witness  Chiules  Coe, 
whether  or  not  Xay  lor  abandoned  the  contract,  I  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  he  did  not.  That  the  wurk  was  finished  by  his 
foreiiian  as  fullv  as  if  he  had  Ixc-n  in  dailv  attendance  during::  the 
short  iK'riod  that  elaj:)sed  from  the  time  when  he  was  last  seen 
about  the  building  by  Lawrence,  that  is,  after  the  last  week  in 
September,  and  the  time  when  it  was  completed,  stated  by  him  to 
have  been  in  the  beginning  of  October.  That  before  that  period 
the  building  was  carried  on  under  the  direction  of  Lawrence 
and  the  defendant,  and  that  it  continued  to  be  carried  on  in  the 
same  way  aftcrwanJs  under  Naylor's  foreman,  until  finished ;  the 
defendant  paying  the  bills  and  the  workmen,  precisely  as  he  had 
done  before,  and  that  there  was  nothing  in  these  circumstances 
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establishing  that  kind  of  abandonment  which  forfeits  all  claim  or 
right  to  remuneration  for  what  has  been  done. 

I  have  dwelt  at  much  length  upon  this  case,  as  it  is  a  peculiar 
one,  and  because  I  feel  that  the  case  would  be  chargeable  with  in- 
justice if  we  were  to  hold  that  the  defendant  is  to  enjoy  the  benefit 
of  a  building  which  cost  nearly  $6,000  more  to  erect  than  ho  has 
paid  for  it,  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence  shows  a  special 
contract  to  erect  it  for  $19,500,  or  a  building  contracted  for  at 
$19,500,  and  augmented  by  extra  work  to  the  amount  of  $3,563.76, 
which  is  the  defence  set  up  by  the  answer.  I  am  for  adhering 
rigidly  to  the  rule  which  holds  parties  to  the  full  or  substantial 
performance  of  their  contracts,  but  the  terms  and  conditions 
agreed  upon  must  distinctly  appear,  or  the  foundation  is  wanting 
for  the  application  of  the  rule.  If  the  defendant  desired  the  ad- 
vantage or  security  to  be  derived  from  the  express  stipulations 
of  a  special  contract,  he  should  have  had  those  stipulations  dis- 
tinctly and  clearly  expressed  before  Naylor  began  to  build,  so 
that  if  any  alterations  or  additions  were  afterwards  made,  they 
would  distinctly  appear  upon  reference  being  had  to  the  original 
contract.  If  they  were  extra  work,  it  could  be  shown  at  once 
by  looking  at  the  original  agreement,  or  if  substituted  for  work 
therein  provided  for,  what  was  substituted  could  bo  compared 
with  what  was  omitted,  and  the  extent  to  which  the  contract  was 
varied,  or  the  effect  that  the  change  might  have  upon  the  whole 
contract|  would  readily  appear.  It  is  this  want,  in  the  case,  that 
renders  it  impossible  to  say  what  was  extra  work  or  what  was 
change  or  alteration,  or  to  adopt  any  other  rule  than  the  one  I 
have  laid  down.  The  defendant  has  had  the  benefit  of  the  $1,700 
worth  of  work  and  materials,  furnished  by  the  plaintiffs,  in  the 
erection  of  the  building.  Ue  has  not  paid  for  it.  He  is  indebted 
at  least  to  that  extent,  and  the  plaintiff  having  been  subrogated 
to  the  rights  of  Naylor,  to  the  extent  of  their  claim,  by  the  filing 
of  his  lien,  are,  in  my  judgment,  entitled  to  recover  that  amount 
from  the  defendant 

Bradt,  J. — ^This  appeal  is  presented  for  our  consideration  on 
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$24  000  ;i:.l$-il,'»)  i'.-/:  /•..«  o\  t' e  IZ'.\  Si^tz  \>:t.  1So7.  Oz 
t ':.;*:  'iav,  Lo'Av.-ver,  •.vL<:u  itA.'T  exaninarion  apoa  proceeJi-JS 
.- j[.;.>jrr.;Ltary  to  exfrc ;:;:..-.  Xavlor  said:  **I  have  l€«a  Mr. 
O^r.-i  .rUfy;rir*ttri.ient  of  i/iiljing  ;  I  wa5  to  b'lild  fr-r  a  certaia 
arnoaiit,  $10,500.  lie  was  to  pay  ilie  bi-ls,  and  any:h{nj  fe* 
iJioa  UifjJ.  I  Aould  make.  It  Las  alr^plj  cost  between  $23,<X)') 
and  $24/>00 ;  I  have  hopes  he  will  give  me  something  for  mj 
Iroubl-;,  hut  he  ha.i  not  njreed  to  do  soP  And  notwithslanJing 
lliis  Htat'imc-ii*,  he  testifie.s  in  this  ca5?e  that  tlit-re  was  $9,0M  duo 
from  the  d'^fondaiit  Coe  to  him  on  the  24ih  September— or  nine 
davrf  after  hi.**  examination  under  supplementary  proceedings. 
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These  statements,  in  my  opinion,  are  irroooncilablc  with  any 
other  theory  than  that  Mr.  Naylor  either  intended  to  prevent 
his  judgment  creditor  from  appropriating  the  claim  against  Coe, 
or,  having  no  claim  in  fact  against  Coe  at  that  time,  he  has  since, 
by  an  extraordinary  effort  of  memor}',  gathered  the  details  of 
the  one  herein  stated.  Again,  Naylor  swears  that  he  never  told 
Lawrence  or  C.  A.  Coo  that  if  they  would  pay  him  §22,500,  it 
would  be  in  full  of  all  demands  on  the  building  and  for  extra 
work,  or  anything  like  it,  to  them  or  either  of  them,  or  to  any 
one  else,  and  yet  Mr.  Coe  and  Mr.  Lawrence  both  swear  to 
the  contrary  positively,  and  of  their  having  made  a  memo- 
randum of  Naylor's  statement,  which  he  thus  denied  having 
made.  The  defendant  relied  upon  the  proof  of  this  offer  as 
controlling,  but  the  payment  by  him  of  a  sum  greater  than  its 
amount  shows  either  that  it  was  not  accepted  or  never  made.  I 
think  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  relation  to  it  justify  either 
conclusion,  and  it  must  be  assumed  from  tlie  judgment  that  the 
presiding  judge  gave  full  credit  to  the  testimony  of  Naylor, 
regarding  it  not  sufficiently  impeached  by  his  statement  under 
proceedings  supplementary,  and  herein  mentioned,  and  by  the 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defence  herein  given.  Mr.  Coe,  the 
defendant,  was  not  examined.  If  he  could  have  thrown  any 
light  on  the  questions  involved,  he  has  not  availed  himself  of 
the  opportunity,  and  Mr.  Naylor,  on  the  fact  of  the  alterations 
having  been  made  and  in  relation  to  the  cost  attending  them, 
remains  not  only  unimpeached  but  sustained  by  the  testimony 
ia  the  cause.  The  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  Coe 
does  not  explain  the  manner,  mode,  or  extent  of  the  alleged 
alterations,  nor  does  it  show  the  value  or  cost  of  them,  although 
both  of  these  subjects  formed  a  part  of  the  proof  made  by  Nay- 
lor. It  would  seem  from  the  peculiar  complexion,  so  to  speak, 
of  the  defendant's  proof)  that  any  allusion  to  the  departures  from 
the  contract  which  was  authorized,  and  increased  the  cost  of  the 
building,  were  avoided  as  subjects  of  inquiry.  They  may  have 
been  overlooked,  but  the  impression  to  be  received  on  a  careful 
perusal  of  the  whole  case  is  apt  to  be  that  the  defendant  chose 
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to  place  himself  upon  the  incongruities  in  Naylor's  varioos 
stateineuts,  and  the  offer  wliich  he  herein  denies  haying  made, 
llowever  this  may  b^?,  giving  credit  to  the  testimony  of  Naylor, 
I  think  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover,  unless  Naylor,  by 
abandoning  the  work  or  failing  to  perform  his  contract^  nothing 
was  due  to  him  at  the  time  the  lien  was  filed,  or  became  due  at 
any  time  subsequently.  If  the  testimony  of  Naylor  be  received, 
then  it  shows  such  departures  from  the  contract,  and  such  acta 
and  payments  in  regard  to  the  building,  as  to  justify  the  conclu- 
sion of  a  total  abandonment  of  the  condition  or  terms  of  tha 
contract,  by  which  the  last  payment  is  made  to  depend  upon  the 
whole  building  being  finished  in  every  respect.  But  independ* 
ently  of  this,  the  witness  Coc,  although  he  states  that  Nayloi 
abandoned  the  building  about  the  first  of  September,  says  thai 
he  was  around  the  building  after  the  loth,  and  ordered  matciiab 
ader  he  left.  And  further,  that  he  saw  Naylor  around  the  build« 
ing  looking  at  the  men  after  the  time  mentioned  by  him  as  to 
the  abandonment,  and  that  Naylor  left  his  foreman  to  finish  the 
building.  Mr.  Coc  is  not  sustained  b^'  the  witness  Lawrence,  called 
for  the  defence.  Lawrence  says  tliat  Naylor  left  about  the  last 
of  September,  and  that  he  saw  Naylor  about  the  building  after 
the  last  week  in  September  I  The  building  was  finished  in  tho 
fore  part  of  October,  and  Naylor,  having  been  about  the  build- 
ing aflor  tlie  last  week  in  September,  must  have  been  there  in 
October.  Naylor  himself  says:  "I  Ciiu't  say  I  entirely'  finished 
the  building."  This  is  not  a  case,  however,  on  the  facts  dis- 
closed, whatever  may  be  the  fact  of  abandonment^  to  which  the 
rule  is  to  be  api)lied  that^  tho  contractor  having  failed  to  perforin 
his  contract,  nothing  is  due.  The  amount  claimed  by  the  con- 
tractor is  for  extra  work  and  materials  caused  by  alterations  in 
the  plan  of  the  building,  and  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the 
character  of  the  work  is  shown  by  Naylor's  receipt,  introduced 
by  the  defendant  Cue,  acknowledging  the  payment  of  the  con- 
tract price  or  sum,  namely,  $19,500,  in  full  settlement  for  build- 
ing store  as  per  couiracL  From  this  receipt,  it  follows,  aside  from 
the  testimony,  that  the  contract  price  had  been  earned  and  i)aiJ, 
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and  the  building  accepted  so  far  as  that  price  could  be  applied, 
and  it  follows,  as  well,  that  the  subsequent  payments  made  by  the 
defendant  were  paid  on  account  of  extras.  It  is  no  answer  to 
this,  that  the  defendant  Coe  paid  $1,000  to  finish  the  building, 
because  there  was  due  to  Naylor  a  large  amount  of  money 
for  extra  work  before  he  left  the  building,  and  the  money 
so  expended  was  to  complete  tbe  extra  work.  At  least,  on 
the  evidence,  such  a  presumption  is  warranted.  There  is  no 
language  used  by  the  witnesses  for  the  defence  to  the  effect  that 
the  $1,000  was  expended  in  finishing  the  building  according 
to  the  contract,  and  it  seems  clear  to  me  that  no  such  statement 
could  be  made.  This  case  considered  thus,  and  presenting  these 
varied  aspects,  it  is  my  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  special 
term  should  not  be  disturbed.  The  plaintiff  had  made  out  sl prima 
facie  case,  and  although  there  are  objections  to  the  testimony  of 
I)  ay  lor,  I  cannot  say,  on  a  consideration  of  the  whole  case,  that 
his  testimony  should  be  discarded. 

Hilton,  J.,  (dissenting). — ^Naylor  agreed,  by  his  contract  of 
May  28th,  1857,  to  erect  a  building  for  Coe  at  the  corner  of  East 
and  Cherry  streets,  in  this  city,  according  to  certain  plans  and 
specifications  referred  to,  and  which  he  says  were  given  him  at 
the  time,  (but  were,  however,  never  signed),  for  the  price  of 
$14,000, 1'ayable  as  follows:  $9,000  to  be  paid  to  sellers  of  the 
materials  to  be  used,  as  the  same  should  be  delivered  upon  the 
ground,  and  a  receipted  bill  handed  over.  The  remaining  $5,000 
when  the  whole  building  was  finished  in  every  respect,  and  the 
same  ascertained  to  be  free  from  claims  of  any  kind  for  labor  or 
materials ;  and  to  be  paid  by  conveying  the  store  No.  14  Moore 
street  to  Naylor,  subject  to  a  mortgage  for  $8,850.  By  a  subse- 
quent agreement  between  the  parties,  bearing  date  July  7, 1857^ 
an  additional  story  was  to  be  put  on  the  building,  to  be  finished 
under  the  directions  of  Coe,  for  the  sum  of  $5,500,  "  (making  the 
whole  cost  of  the  building,  when  completed,  $19,500,)  payable 
ts  follows :  AVhen  the  materials  are  placed  on  the  ground  $2,750, 
and  when  the  roof  is  on  and  tinned,  the  rest,  or  $2,750."    By 
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the  first  contract,  it  was  expressly  agreed  on  tlie  part  of  Najlor 
to  make  any  alterations  that  might  be  suggested  to  him,  (pro- 
vided the  additional  expense  of  them  did  not  exceed  $300),  and 
he  was  to  finish  the  buildings  under  the  directions  of  Coc. 

Under  these  contracts  the  buildings  were  commenced,  and 
during  their  progrea'i — ^under  the  superintendence  of  Coe — ^they 
were  materially  altered  firom  the  contract  or  specifications,  and 
although  there  never  was  anything  said  about  extra  work,  or 
whether  the  alterations  caused  any  additional  expense  in  their 
making,  the  work  was  proceeded  with  by  Naylor,  until  Coe  had 
paid  out  on  account  of  it,  in  cash,  more  than  the  whole  contract 
price.  At  this  time,  which  was  about  the  1st  of  September,  1857 
(and  during  the  first  week  of  that  month),  the  parties  had  a  con- 
versation, wherein  Naylor  stated  that,  if  Coe  would  pay  $22,500, 
it  should  be  in  full  of  all  demands  for  the  building  and  extra 
work.  By  the  receipt  which  Naylor  gave  about  this  time,  it  ap- 
pears that  there  had  been  paid  him  by  Coc,  prior  to  August  17, 
1857,  $19,500,  in  full  settlement  for  building  the  store  in  ques- 
tion, as  per  contract;  and  from  Naylor's  testimony'',  there  is  no 
doubt  that  he  was  paid,  in  all,  $23,642,  before  he  abandoned  tlie 
building,  which  was  about  the  15th  of  September,  1857,  when 
it  was  in  an  unfinished  state;  and  after  which  the  defendant 
Coe  expended  about  $2,000  in  its  completion.  Subse'juent  to 
this  abandonment,  and  after  Naj-lor  hud  been  paid  no:  only  the 
contract  price  agreed  on,  but  also,  and  in  addition,  a  greater  sum 
than  he  had  agreed  to  accept  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  contract 
price  and  for  all  extra  work  performed  by  him,  the  plaintiflF  filed 
notice  of  the  lien  which  he  now  seeks  to  enforce  against  the  de- 
fendant Coe,  as  owner  of  the  building,  for  the  value  of  certain 
materials  furnished  and  used  in  its  construction. 

I  do  not  understand  how  such  a  claim  can  be  maintained.  We 
have  repeatedly  held,  and  such  no  doubt  is  the  true  interpreta- 
tion of  the  mechanics'  lien  law,  that  in  order  to  sustain  the  lien 
it  must  bo  made  to  appear  affirmatively  that  at  the  time  of  fiUng 
the  notice  there  was  actually  due  or  owing  from  the  owner  to  the 
contractor,  upon  the  original  contract,  a  greater  sum  than  the 
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amount  for  which  the  lien  is  claimed.  Doughty  v.  Devlin^  1  E.  D. 
Smith,  625 ;  Gronk  v.  Whittdker^  id.  647.  And  if  it  appears  that 
the  contractor  is  not  entitled  to  recover  upon  his  contract,  by 
reason  of  his  having  abandoned  the  work  before  its  completion, 
or  that  the  work  has  not  been  performed  in  accordance  with  the 
contract  made  with  the  owner;  or  if  it  appears  that  the  owner 
has  paid  or  settled  w^ith  the  contractor  before  the  notice  of  lien 
is  filed,  the  lien  creditor  cannot  maintain  his  action.  Allen  v. 
Carman^  1  E.  D.  Smith,  692 ;  Cunningham  v.  Jones^  3  id.  650. 

In  other  words,  the  lien  creditor,  by  filing  his  notice  of  lien, 
succeeds  only  to  the  rights  and  claims  which  at  the  time  is  pos- 
sessed by  the  original  contractor,  and  to  no  other  or  greater ; 
consequently,  unless  a  state  of  &cte  is  shown  which,  in  a  proper 
action,  would  entitle  the  original  contractor  to  recover  from  the 
owner,  the  lien  creditor  cannot  recover.  Cunningham  v.  Jones^ 
supra.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  if  the  owner  and  contractor 
should  collude  together,  and  agree  upon  a  settlement  in  respect 
to  the  contract  price,  or  the  extra  work  connected  with  the  con- 
tract, for  the  purpose  of  depriving  parties,  who  may  have  con- 
tributed their  labor  or  materials  to  the  erection  of  the  building, 
of  the  lien  which  the  statute  intends  to  secure  to  them,  the  court 
would  bo  disposed  to  disregard  any  settlement  which  appeared 
to  have  been  made  for  such  a  purpose ;  and  in  determining  as  to 
the  intent  of  the  parties,  evidence  showing  that  the  value  of  the 
extra  work  performed  was  grossly  disproportionate  to  the  amount 
allowed  for  it  on  the  settlement,  might  not  only  raise  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  settlement  was  fraudulent  in  respect  to  lien 
creditors,  but  would,  unexplained,  afford  strong  ground  for  de- 
claring it  to  be  so  in  fact.  Lynch  v.  Oashman^  3  E.  D.  Smith, 
660 ;  Quimby  v.  Sbaii,  2  id.  594. 

As  to  the  settlement,  in  this  case,  having  been  made  as  shown 
by  the  receipt^  there  can  be  no  doubt.  It  stands  in  no  way  con- 
tradicted. But  whether  the  conversation  referred  to  actually 
took  place,  is  not  so  certain,  as  Naylor  positively  denies  it  How- 
ever, the  weight  of  the  evidence  is,  in  my  opinion,  so  clearly 
against  him  on  this  point,  that  it  may  be  assumed,  in  the  absence 
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of  SLuy  fiuiingj  by  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  to  the  contrary, 
ns  a  fact  proven  in  the  case.  This  being  so,  it  seems  to  me  clear 
that  Xaylor  had  no  claim  against  Coe  for  the  erection  of  the 
building  at  the  time  the  plaintiff  filed  his  notice  of  lien,  on  Sep- 
tember 24,  1857,  nor  was  any  money  then  due  him  on  the  con- 
tract. 

If  it  be  said  that  the  amount  allowed  for  the  extra  work  was 
disproportionate  to  its  value,  where,  I  ask,  is  the  evidence  upon 
this  point  ?  I  am  aware  that  the  witnesses  Griffith  and  Frye 
testify  to  the  value  of  the  carpenters'  and  masons'  work  in  tbe 
building  being  $29,529,  but  they  do  not  state  what  part  of  this 
value  is  made  up  of  extra  work  not  contained  in  or  called  fiv 
by  the  contract^  or  what  has  been  added  to  the  value  by  Coe 
since  Navlor  abandoned  the  work.  And  even  if  it  were  conceded 
that  there  had  been  no  such  conversation  and  settlement  as  al- 
leged, in  respect  to  the  extra  work,  there  is  no  evidence  which 
would  justify  us  in  presuming  that  there  is  anything  owing  by 
Coe  to  Xavlor  on  account  of  it:  and  this  beincr  go,  I  am  ot 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  establish  any  indebtedness 
from  Coe  to  Nay  lor  at  the  time  of  filing  the  notice  of  lien. 

But,  to  go  further,  I  think  the  evidence  establishes,  be^'ond  a 
question,  that  Navlor  abandoned  the  building  and  his  contnct 
before  it  was  completed  ;  and  it  cannot  be  denied  that  his  right 
to  compensation  for  the  extra  work  is  to  be  determined,  in  s^mie 
degree,  b}-  the  contract  to  which  it  was  an  addition.  By  tlat 
contract  he  was  entitled  to  no  compensation  until  the  work  sj)eci- 
fiod  in  it  was  entirely  {xjrfbrmed,  and  there  being  no  proof  that 
the  defendant  Coe  agreed  to  accept  the  building  in  the  unfin- 
ished state  in  which  Naylor  left  it,  or  that  he  waived  further 
performance  by  Naylor  of  his  contract,  it  is  quite  clear  that 
Naylor  could  maintain  no  action  upon  the  contract,  and  as  the 
plaintiff,  as  lien  creditor,  succeeds  only  to  the  rights  of  theorig 
inal  contractor,  it  follows  that  he  cannot.  White  y.  Hewett,  1 E. 
D.  Smith,  395 ;  Xeiille  v.  Frost,  2  id.  62 ;  Cunningham  v.  Jonts. 
supra;  Pullman  v.  Coruiug,  5  Selden,  93. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Mama  Wintkrson  and  Samuel  S.  Winterson  v.  The 
Eighth  Avenue  Bailroad  Company. 

A  complaiDt  is  sufficient  if  an  averment  of  a  good  cause  of  action  can  be  gathered 

from  it 
The  onlj  objections  that  can  be  tiken  to  a  complaint  at  the  trial  are,  that  it  docs 

not  show  a  caiiKO  of  action,  or  that  the  court  has  not  jurisdiction  of  the  case. 
Where  the  cast.*  made  upon  ap[>eal  docs  not  contain  ttie  charge  of  tho  judge  at  the 

trial,  and  '.Icx^s  not  show  that  any  exception  was  taken  to  the  chnrg^^  madOf  it  will 

be  a.«8umcd  that  tho  questions  of  fact  involved  were  fuUj  submitted  to  the  jury, 

with  all  proper  instructions. 
Is  an  action  against  a  railroad  company  for  injuries  caused  by  the  act  of  one  of  their 

conduciorSf  the  complaint,  after  stating  the  manner  in  which  tho  injury  occurred, 

alleged  that  the  conductor  acted  negligently,  and  also  that  by  his  wilfulness  and 

gross  neglect  he  caused  Uic  injury.    IkUlj 

I.  That  if  the  complaint  was  bad  for  duplicity,  the  defect  could  only  bo  taken  Ad- 
vantage of  by  a  demurrer. 

II.  Such  a  defect  *>ousiiiutos  no  gr<.'und  for  a  non-euit  nt  the  trial 

A  principal  is  not  liable  for  injuries  arising  from  the  wilful  act  of  his  servant 

Appeal  by  the  defendants  from  a  judgment  entered  at  special 
term  upon  a  verdict  of  a  jury  in  favor  of  tlie  plaintiffs.  The 
action  was  brought  to  recover  for  injuries  received  by  the  plain- 
tiff Maria,  while  attempting  to  get  on  a  pa.ssenger  car  of  the  de- 
fendants. Tlie  complaint  alleged  that  the  conductor  of  the  car, 
while  standing  on  tho  platform,  saw  the  plaintiff  Maria  approach 
to  get  on,  and  while  she  was  getting  on  he  gave  the  signal  to 
start  the  car ;  the  ctir  did  start  before  she  had  time  to  gain  the 
platform,  and  she  was  by  this  sudden  movement  thrown  off  upon 
the  street  pavement,  and  seriously  injured.  To  this  statement 
was  added,  **that  the  conductor  of  said  car  acted  in  a  negligent 
and  culpable  manner,  as  aforesaid,  and  he,  by  his  wilfulness  and 
gross  neglect,  caused  the  plaintiff  to  fall,  as  aforesaid,  and  receive 
her  said  several  injuries ;  and  she  alleges  that  the  defendants  are 
guilty  of  carelessness  and  negligence  in  having  in  their  employ 
and  service  such  careless  and  negligent  servants.  She  alleges 
that  she  was  at:emimng  to  get  upon  said  ear  when  the  same  was 
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at  rest,  and  in  presence  and  view  of  the  said  conductor,  and  slie 
was  using  care  and  caution  at  the  time,  and  the  said  conductor 
was  guilty  of  gross  and  wilful  negligence  and  carelessness."  The 
defendants,  by  their  answer,  denied  all  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint. 

Upon  the  case  coming  on  for  trial,  and  before  any  testimony 
was  introduced,  the  defendants'  counsel  moved  that  the  com- 
plaint be  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  suf- 
ficient to  coustiiute  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants,  for 
the  reason  that,  as  appeared  by  the  complaint,  the  act  complained 
of  was  charged  to  be  tlie  wilful  act  of  the  conductor  of  the  carof 
the  defendants,  and  that  there  was  nothing  stated  or  charged 
therein,  whereby  the  defendants  became  or  were  responsible  for 
the  wilful  misconduct  of  the  conductor.  The  motion  was  denied 
by  the  court,  and  the  defendants'  counsel  excepted.  The  plain- 
tiflFs  then  consented  to  strike  out  that  part  of  the  complaint  that 
alleged  that  the  carelessness  was  wilful,  and  only  claimed  for 
carclc^ueas  and  negligence. 

The  trial  thereupon  proceeded,  and  the  testimony  offered  was 
conflicting  in  respect  to  the  manner  in  which  the  injury  occurred, 
the  witnesses  for  the  plaintiffs  testifying  substantially  as  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  and  the  conductor,  who  was  sworn  for  the  de- 
fendants, testifying  to  a  state  of  facts  which,  if  uncontradicted, 
would  absolve  the  defendants  from  all  blame.  The  case  made 
upon  the  oppeal,  after  givin*^  the  testimony  of  the  several  wit- 
nesses in  full,  concluded  as  follows : 

"  The  jury,  under  a  charge  from  the  judge,  retired,  and  after 
wards  came  into  court  with  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  and 
assessed  their  damages  at  five  hundred  dollars,  upon  which  a 
judgment  was  entered." 

ITamiliim  W,  liohinson  and  Ilenry  Sacia,  for  the  appellants. 

I.  The  record  shows,  by  positive  allegation,  that  the  wilful 
misconduct  of  the  conductor  was  the  cause  of  the  plaintiff's  fall- 
ing and  subsequent  injuries,  and  the  proof  introduced  by  the 
plaintiff  maintained  the  allegation,  and  the  motion  to  dismiss  the 
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complaint  ought  to  have  been  granted ;  for  the  defendants  were 
not  liable  for  such  an  act,  unless  they  actually  directed  it  Tifft 
V.  Tiffl^  4  Den.  175;  Bowcher  v.  Xuidstrom,  1  Taunt  570;  Bich' 
mond  T.  Co.  v.  Vanderhilt^  2  Comst  479 ;  Wright  v.  Wilson^  19 
Wend.  843.  1.  From  these  premises,  the  only  possible  form  of 
action  against  the  company  would  be  trespass,  with  an  additional 
charge  showing  their  direct  authorization  of  the  wrongful  act. 
Foster  v.  The  Essex  JBank^  17  Mass.  509 ;  McManiu  v.  Cricket,  1 
East  106 ;  Mareley  v.  Gais/ord,  2  H.  Blac  442 ;  6  Term  R  125 ; 
5  id.  125.  2.  If  the  complaint  is  equivocal  as  to  the  cause  of 
the  injury,  the  construction  should  be  against  the  plaintiff,  but 
it  charges  the  conductor's  wilfulness  as  a  distinct  cause  of  it 
1  Cbit  Fl.  241.  3.  As  a  judgment  contrary  to  a  mere  admis- 
sion in  pleading,  is  erroneous,  much  more  so  is  one  based  upon 
an  allegation  positively  made  and  verified  by  oath.  Bridge  v. 
Payson,  6  Sandf.  210-217.  4.  The  plaintiff  is  not  aided  by  the 
allegation  of  negligence  in  having  such  servants,  without  an 
averment  of  a  scienter ;  but  no  evidence  of  incompetency  was 
offered.  Van  Luven  v.  Lf/Ice,  1  Comst  515 ;  2  Stark  Ev.  (6  Am. 
ed.)  625. 

.  II.  The  motion  for  a  non-suit  should  have  been  granted,  be- 
cause the  evidence  was  consistent  with  the  complaint,  in  charg- 
ing the  injury  as  having  been  caused  by  the  wilftilness  of  the 
conductor,  and  it  showed  no  negligence  whatever  upon  the  part 
of  the  defendants  or  their  agent 

in.  The  conductor's  testimony  showed  that  the  plaintiff  con- 
tributed to  the  injury,  by  carelessly  trying  to  get  on  a  car  in 
motion,  which  is  negligence,  in  law,  on  her  part.  Baring  v.  X. 
Y.  and  E,  RR.  Co.,  13  Barb.  9 ;  Brooke  v.  N.  F.  RR.  Co.,  25 
Barb.  600 ;  Mo.  Law.  It.  (Nov.,  1852)  407. 

IV.  The  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  was  that  the  conduc 
tor,  either  wilfully  (and  contrary  to  his  manifest  duty)  refused 
to  allow  her  upon  the  car,  or  because  she  approached  it  too  late 
to  do  so  consistently  with  safety.    Broom's  Leg.  Max.  104 ;  11 
John.  R  15. 

V.  The  finding  of  the  jury  was  contrary  to  the  disinterested 
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testimony  of  Cocbran,  and  upon  the  plaintiff's  plea  and  proof  he 
alone  is  liable.  A  new  trial  should  therefore  be  granted.  13 
Barb.  12. 

Charles  S.  Spencer  and  A.  Sandfordj  for  the  respondents. 

I.  The  complaint  charges  the  injury  to  have  occurred  through 
the  negligence  of  the  defendants.  1st  The  words  wilful  and  wil- 
fulness are  surplusage.     2d.  They  characterize  the  negligence. 

II.  In  one  part  of  the  complaint  only  negligence  is  charged. 

III.  The  complaint  was  and  is  amendable. 

IV.  The  company  are  liable  for  the  forcible  and  wrong  acts 
of  their  agents,  acting  within  the  scope  of  their  authority,  as 
when  they  by  force  put  off  a  passsenger  from  cars,  without 
right 

V.  The  judge  cKirged  the  juiy  in  accordance  with  the  de- 
fendants^ notion  of  the  law,  as  no  exception  is  taken  to  the 
charge ;  and  a  doubt  as  to  tlie  evidence  is  no  ground  for  dis- 
turbing the  verdict     Stroud  v.  Fuller^  11  Barb.  800. 

By  the  Court-,  Daly,  First  Judge. — The  complaint  recites  tbe 
particular  facts  from  which  the  injury  proceeded,  namely  :  that 
while  the  Ciir  was  standing  to  receive  passengers,  tbe  plaintiff, 
Maria  AVinteraou,  approached  it  and  stei)pcd  with  one  foot  u^wu 
the  step  of  the  car,  and  took  hold  of  the  railing  with  one  hand, 
intending  to  get  on  the  car;  when  the  conductor,  who  was  stand- 
ing on  the  platform,  and  saw  her  attempting  to  get  on,  gave  the 
signal  for  the  ear  to  start,  at  the  same  time  saying  to  her,  "you  are 
too  late,"  and  before  she  had  time  to  get  on  the  platform,  that  she 
was  thrown  off,  and  fell  upon  her  face  and  breast,  receiving  a 
serious  injury.  This  statement  is  followed  by  au  averment  that 
the  conductf)r  acted  in  a  negligent  and  culpable  manner  as  afore- 
said, and  by  his  wilfulness  and  gross  neglect  caused  the  plaintiff  to 
fall,  and  that  he  was  guilty  of  gross  and  wilful  negligence  and  care- 
lessness. The  latter  part  of  the  avennent  may  be  rejected,  and  the 
recital  of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action,  cou]>le«l  with 
the  avornient  that  the  conductor  acted  in  a  negligent  and  culpa- 
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ble  manner,  and  tbat  the  defeudants  were  guilty  of  earelessness 
and  negligence  in  having  such  careless  and  negligent  servants,  is 
an  explicit  and  sufficient  averment  of  a  cause  of  action,  proceed- 
ing from  the  negligence  of  the  defendants.  If  the  complaint 
relied  alone  ujx)n  the  averment  of  a  cause  of  action  arising  from 
the  wilful  act  of  the  conductor,  then  it  would  show  that  the 
action  should  have  been  against  him  and  not  against  the  com- 
pan}',  and  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  juilgc  to  have 
granted  the  motion  for  a  non-suit ;  but  as  the  acts  of  the  conductor 
arc  set  forth,  and  he  is  averred  to  liave  acted  negligently,  all 
the  avermente  setting  up  wilfulness  on  his  part  may  be  dis- 
regarded, and  a  good  cause  of  action  will  remain.  It  is  sufficient 
if  au  averment  of  a  good  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants 
can  be  collected  from  the  complaint.  If  the  eornj-jlaint  is  double 
in  setting  up  a  cause  of  action  against  the  servant  of  the  defend- 
ants, growing  out  of  his  wilful  act,  and  one  against  tlie  defend- 
ants for  the  servant's  negligence,  arising  out  of  the  same  transac- 
tion ;  then  the  defendants  should  have  demurred  upon  the  ground 
that  two  causes  of  action  had  been  improperly  joined,  {Maxwell 
V.  Farnhata,  7  How.  236 ;  Cuo/c  v.  C/iast\  3  Duer,  6±3),  and  the 
plaintiif  would  have  been  com]>elled  to  elect.  Not  having 
availed  themselves  of  this,  which  was  their  pro]>er  remedy  if  the 
complaint  was  bad  for  duplicit}',  they  were  not  entitled  to  a  non- 
suit at  the  trial  upon  that  ground.  The  only  objection  they 
could  take  to  the  complaint  at  the  trial  would  be,  that  a  cause  of 
action  could  not  be  collected  from  it,  or  that  the  court  had  not 
jurisdiction. 

Treating  the  complaint  as  averring  a  good  cause  of  action 
arising  from  the  negligence  of  the  defendants'  servant,  it  remains 
but  to  consider  whether  the  proof  upon  the  trial  showed  that  the 
injury  was  caused  by  a  wilful  act  of  the  conductor,  or  was  simply 
the  result  of  his  negligence,  and  upon  that  point  it  is  sufficient  to 
say  that  the  question  was  one  eminentl}'  fit  for  the  jury,  and  as 
the  charge  of  the  judge  is  not  given,  and  was  not  objected  to,  we 
must  assume  that  it  was  fullv  submitted  to  them  with  all  due 
and  proper  in^ftruction.     It  is  sufficient  for  us  to  5?ay  that  it  docs 
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not  appear  as  matter  of  law  upon  the  evidence  that  the  conduc- 
tor acted  wilfully ;  that  is,  with  a  deliberate  intention  to  injure 
Mrs.  Winterson,  or  exhibited  that  reckless  disregard  of  the  life 
or  person  of  another  which  is  equivalent,  or  amounts  to  the  same 
thing,  and  for  which  he  alone  and  not  the  company  would  hare 
to  answer.     His  own  evidence  is  conclusive  upon  that  point,  for 
the  transaction  as  narrated  by  him  is  to  the  effect  that  he  was 
entirely  without  blame ;  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  act  of 
Mr.s.  Winterson  alone,  to  which  he  in  no  way  contributed  by  Lis 
negligence  or  otherwise ;  in  which  he  was  contradicted  by  the 
plainiilf 's  witnesses,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gay.     One  of  these  witnesses 
testified  ihat  he  pushed  her,  but  as  the  witness  afterwards  stated 
what  he  did,  that  is,  touched  her  with  his  hand  upon  her  back 
while  she  had  hold  of  the  rail,  and  that  she  fell,  which  was  also 
the  statement  of  the  other  witness.    If  this  raised  any  doubt  as 
to  the  nature  of  the  act  that  caused  the  injury ;  that  is,  as  to 
whether  it  was  wilfully  done  or  not,  it  was  a  question  for  the 
consideration  of  the  jury,  and  as  they  have  passed  upon  it,  the 
judgment  must  be  affirmed. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Edw^vbd  Schwerin  v.  John  Mills. 

A.  verification  to  an  answer  in  an  action  in  a  district  court,  is  sufficient^  if  it  be  to 
the  eflbct  il.ut  the  party,  agent,  or  attorney  verifying  the  pleading  believefl  it  to 
be  true. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  by 
the  First  District  Court  The  return  showed  that  the  complaint 
was  verified  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Code,  and  a  copy 
thereof  had  been  served  with  the  summons.  The  defendant  put 
in  an  answer  denying  the  cause  of  action  alleged,  and  added  to 
it  a  verification,  by  himself,  in  the  following  wonls:  "The  de- 
fendant, being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  believes  the  fullowing 


KEW  VOr.K— APRIL,  1859.  895 


Schwerin  v.  Mills. 


answer  to  be  true."  The  justice  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
for  the  amount  claimed  in  the  complaint,  without  requiring  any 
proof;  disregarding  the  answer  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
properly  verified.    The  defendant  appealed. 

Giarles  Fraser^  for  the  appellant. 

Henry  T.  Cleveland^  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Brady,  J. — ^The  question  presented  by  this 
appeal  is  whether  the  verification  of  an  answer  in  the  following 
form,  "  the  defendant,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  believes 
the  foregoing  answer  to  be  true,"  is  suflicient  under  the  15tli 
section  of  the  "Act  to  reduce  the  several  acts  relating  to  the  Dis- 
trict Courts  in  the  city  of  New  York  into  one  act,"  passed  April 
13,  1857.  That  part  of  the  section  which  relates  to  this  subject 
is  as  follows :  "  When  a  copy  of  the  complaint  is  served  as  spe- 
cified in  this  section,  the  original  complaint  and  the  answer 
thereto  must  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  party  pleading,  or  if 
he  be  not  present,  by  the  oath  of  his  agent  or  attorney,  to  the 
effect  that  he  believes  it  to  be  true."  The  doubt  arising  upon 
the  language  of  the  section  is  suggested  by  the  questions :  Who 
believes  it  to  be  true  ?  The  party  or  his  agent  ?  And  if  it  ap- 
ply only  to  the  agent,  in  what  manner  must  it  be  verified  by  the 
party  ?  ^ 

It  was  insisted,  upon  the  argument,  that  the  statute  should 
be  construed  to  mean  that  the  answer  must  be  verified  by  the 
oath  of  the  party,  and  in  ilie  manner  2>r€scribed  by  law.  As- 
suming this  to  be  a  projxjr  view,  we  are  met  at  once  by  an- 
other difficulty,  which  is,  that  there  is  no  form  of  verification 
by  law  established  relating  to  pleadings  in  the  district  courts. 
The  provisions  of  the  Cotle  rcLite  to  pleadings  in  courts  of 
record  exclusively.  Beside  that,  the  construction  suggested 
would,  if  adopted,  embody  that  part  of  the  Code  which  ap- 
plies to  the  verification  of  a  pleading  by  the  party,  and  not 
that  which  relates  to  the  verification  by  an  agent  or  attorney. 
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From  the  language  of  tbe  statute,  it  seems  to  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  to  require  only  a  verification  to  tiu 
effect  tliat  the  person  making  it  believed  the  pleading  to  be  true, 
and  without  reference  to  the  form  or  language  in  which  the  ve^ 
ification  was  made.  The  object  to  be  accomplished  was  to  put 
the  party  sought  to  be  charged  to  his  oath,  denying  the  alleged 
claim,  or  in  setting  up  a  defence  if  the  claim  could  not  be  gain- 
said. Tlie  statute  certainly  has  not,  in  express  terms,  given 
any  form  of  oath  to  be  made  by  the  party,  if,  by  construction, 
the  words  "  to  the  eftcct  that  he  believes  it  to  be  true,"  are  held 
not  to  apply  to  him,  but  if  the  converse  be  the  construction, 
then  the  form  of  the  verification  is  the  same,  whether  made  by 
the  party  or  the  attorney.  Tlie  statute  thus  considered  as  pre- 
senting a  doubt,  must  be  controlled  by  the  rule  which  has  al- 
ways been  applied  to  these  courts  and  their  jurisdiction.  They 
are  creatures  of  the  statute,  and  take  nothing  by  implication. 
"What  is  given  to  them  in  express  terms  only  can  be  exercised 
as  a  power,  and  as  the  provisions  of  the  Code  relating  to  the 
verification  of  pleadings  are  not  made  applicable  to  them,  those 
of  the  act  of  1857  alone  apply.  That  at  §  15  treats  of  the 
whoh>  subject,  and  provides  in  terms,  that  when  a  oomplaint 
IS  verilied,  the  answer  must  be  also  verified  to  the  elTect  that 
tlie  person  verifying  believes  it  to  be  true.  This  provision 
is  simple,  and  in  my  judgment,  sufficiently  comprehensive  to 
cover  allegations  in  the  ph-ading  founded  upon  knowledge  or 
asserted  on  information,  'i'hese  courts  were  originally  designed 
fur  the  prosecution  of  small  claims,  and  are  j'ct  the  only  tribu- 
nals in  this  city  in  which  such  demands  may  be  prosecuted. 
Their  jurisdiction  has  been  enlarged  and  Uieir  form  of  proced- 
ure magnified  by  recent  legislation,  but  it  cannot  be  said  with 
propriety  that  the  legislature  intended  to  surround  them  with 
the  formulas  and  insignia  of  courts  of  record,  and  to  require  the 
litigants  therein  to  conform  to  them.  When  a  provision  of  law 
relating  to  these  courts,  where  simplicity  in  forms  should  pre- 
vail, is  fi-amed  so  ambiguously  that  it  is  not  intelligible  to  a  com- 
mon und(.  rstanding,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  courts  of  review  to  sec 
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that  no  injufitice  is  done  by  the  exercise  of  a  doubtful  autho- 
rity. I  think  the  only  verification  of  pleadings  in  the  district 
courts,  required  by  law,  is  that  stated  ;  and  that,  whether  made 
by  agent,  or  attorney,  or  party,  it  is  sufficient  if  it  be  to  the  effect 
that  the  deponent  believes  it  to  be  true. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Ck)RN£LIUS  AND  IIeNRT  M.  BaKER  17.  BOBEBT  G*.  BOXESTEEL. 

gpuriouB  or  counterfeit  bank  bills,  given  in  dificharge  of  a  dobt|  will  not  operate  as  a 
payment,  though  both  parties  at  the  time  suppose  them  to  be  genuine. 

Tefltimony  showing  a  good  cause  of  action  cannot  be  disregarded,  when  it  is  uncoii- 
trftdicted  and  is  unaccompanied  by  any  suspicious  circumstances. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  given  by  the  First  District  Court  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  for 
coal  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant.  It  appeared  at  the  trial 
that  the  defendant  had  given,  in  payment  for  the  coal,  a  bank  bill, 
which,  on  being  sent  to  the  bank  for  deposit,  was  discovered  to  be 
a  counterfeit  It  was  thereupon  tendered  to  the  defendant,  and  he 
refused  to  receive  it.  The  plaintiffs'  testimony  established  con- 
clusively  that  the  bill  was  spurious,  and  that  it  had  been  received 
from  the  defendant  in  payment  for  the  coal.  The  defendant  waa 
examined  on  his  own  behalf,  and  testified  in  substance  that  he 
had  no  recollection  of  paying  for  the  coal  in  the  bill  in  question, 
and  which  was  produced  at  the  trial.  The  evidence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaiotifib  was  thus  left  uncontradicted,  and  there  were  no 
circumstances  appearing  in  the  case  tending  to  discredit  it  in  the 
slightest  degree.  The  justice  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant, 
and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Choaie  &  Barnes^  for  the  appellants. 

David  E.  Whtder^  for  the  respondent 


898  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS 

Baker  v.  BonesteeL 

I.  The  court  should  not  set  aside  a  judgment  given  by  an  in- 
ferior tribunal,  upon  the  only  ground  that  the  judgment  is  oon- 
trarv  to  and  against  evidence,  unless,  1.  It  appears,  from  tlie 
return  of  the  justice,  that  in  some  form  he  was  wrongfully  influ- 
enced, or  unless  the  case  is  void  of  all  conflicting  evidence,  or  un- 
less it  appears  that  great  injustice  would  be  done:  for  slight  or 
small  pecuniary  amounts  should  not  be  allowed  to  occupy  the 
time  of  courts  when  the  subject  matter  has  been  adjudicated,  and 
the  only  question  is  that  of  weighing  of  testimony.  Ension  v. 
Smith,  1  K  D.  Smith,  318 ;  Mellon  v.  SmUh,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  462, 
472  ;  Graham's  Practice,  632 ;  Douglass  v.  Tousey^  2  Wend.  252 ; 
Smith  V.  IlicJcSf  5  Wend.  550. 

II.  In  this  case  there  is  a  conflict  of  testimony,  and  the  justice 
who  heard  the  oral  evidence,  has  determined  the  truth  from  the 
best  possible  point  He  has  seen  and  heard  the  witnesses  iioce  to 
face,  and  the  granting  a  new  trial  would  be  merely  opinioa 
against  opinion.  Needles  v.  Howard^  4  Maule  k  Selwin,  192 ; 
Decker  v.  Jaques^  1  E.  D.  Smith,  54^  62 ;  Easton  v.  Smithy  ibid^ 
80,  53 ;  liivara  v.  OhtOj  ibid,  318 ;  Pozzino  v.  Henderson,  3  E. 
D.  Smith,  364;  Melhn  v.  SmiUi,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  146 ;  ibid,  462, 
472. 

III.  The  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  below  must  be  clearly  and 
beyond  a  doubt  over-b&lancing  that  of  the  defendant,  and  this 
the  return  does  not  show.  2  Strange,  1142 ;  3  Wilson,  647 ;  2 
Johns.  Kep.  70. 

IV.  This  judgment  may  have  been  rendered  on  the  credibihty 
of  witnesses,  and  to  set  it  aside,  it  must  be  manifsstly  and  palpa- 
bly against  the  weight  of  evidence,  and  the  case  must  be  free  from 
doubt     12  Wend.  27  ;  7  Cowen,  202 ;  Graham's  Practice,  632 ; 

Graham's  New  Trials,  361 ;  2  Wendell, ;  Watkins  v.  (husaJl, 

1  E.  D.  Smith,  66 ;  McLaughlin  v.  Baimard,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  372. 

Y.  The  return  shows  that  the  plaintifls  entirely  failed  in  their 
testimony,  and  should  have  been  non-suited. 

By  the  C!ourt,  IIiltox,  J. — The  witness  Brant  testified  that  he 
gave  the  identical  bills  received  by  him  from  the  defendant  to 
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Marin,  tbe  clerk  of  the  plaintiffs ;  and  Marin  testified  that  tbc 
bill  in  question  was  one  of  those  he  so  received  from  Brant  This 
testimony  was  uncontradicted,  and  there  was  no  circumstances 
shown  which  warranted  the  justice  in  disregarding  it.  Donohue 
V.  Henry ^  4  E.  D.  Smith,  162.  The  evidence  of  Bliss,  left  no  doubt 
as  to  the  bill  being  spurious  and  of  no  value.  It  should  not, 
therefore,  operate  as  a  payment  for  the  coal  shown  to  have  been 
sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  Markk  v.  Haf/ield,  2  John. 
455 ;  Thomas  v.  Todd,  6  Hill,  840. 

The  finding  of  the  justice  was  clearly  against  the  evidence. 
Judgment  reversed. 


George  W.  and  Nathan  C.  Platt  v.  James  M.  Stark. 

Extending  the  time  for  the  pa^rmcnt  of  a  note,  past  due,  at  the  request  of  the  maker, 
and  without  the  conaent  of  an  indorser  upon  it,  discharges  tbe  indorser  from  hia 
liability. 

P.  held  a  note  of  G.  indorsed  by  S.  After  its  maturity,  and  without  the  consent  or 
knowledge  of  8.,  P.  accepted  from  G.  a  payment  in  cash  on  account,  and  his  noto 
for  the  bahmce  duo,  payable  three  months  thereafter.    Ileld^ 

I.  That  P.  thereby  extended  the  time  for  the  payment  of  the  original  debt,  and  sus- 
pended any  right  of  action  upon  it,  during  the>period  the  new  noto  had  to  run. 

II.  Such  an  extension  of  credit  to  G.  ellcctually  released  S.  from  liability  as  indorser 
upon  the  origincd  note. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Fourth  District  Court  in  fiivor 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  action  was  brought  against  the  defendant 
as  indorser  of  a  note  made  by  A.  H.  Gough,  and  transferred  to  the 
plaintiffs  before  maturity.  It  appeared  at  the  trial,  that  after  the 
note  became  due  they  accepted  from  Gough  a  payment  of  $50, 
in  cash,  on  account,  and  his  note  for  the  balance  due,  payable  in 
three  months,  with  two  corporation  leases  of  lots  upon  sales  for 
taxes,  as  security;  giving  at  the  time  to  Gough  a  writing,  ac 
knowlcdging  receipt  of  the  new  note  and  the  leases,  and  releasing 
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tLe  defendant  as  indorser  upou  tlie  note  in  suit  Gough  sul)^ 
quently  delivered  this  release  to  the  defendant,  and  at  the  time 
procured  from  him,  on  the  faith  of  it,  certain  bank  stock  which 
he  held  as  security  for  his  indorsement 

It  was  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  that  they  did  not  read  the 
writing  at  the  time  they  signed  it,  but  acted  on  Grough's  repre- 
sentations as  to  its  contents,  and  which  were  untrue ;  also  that  the 
release  was  without  consideration,  being  founded  upon  the  pz^ 
sumed  transfer  of  the  corporation  leases,  when  it  was  in  fact 
shown  that  one  of  them  was,  by  an  assignment  indorsed  upon  il^ 
transferred  to  Sarah  Gough,  and  the  other  transferred  in  blank, 
The  justice  gave  judgment  for  tlie  plaintiffs,  and  the  defendant 
appealed. 

William  R,  Stafford,  for  the  appellant 

John  X.  Wliiting  and  Jolin  L.  Sut/ierlandj  for  the  respondents 

By  the  Courts  Hilton,  J, — The  defendant  is  sued  as  an  ia 
dorser  upon  a  promissory  note  for  $200,  made  to  his  order  bv 
one  A.  U.  Gough,  and  now  held  by  the  plaintifl&.  The  note  be- 
came due  in  July,  1854,  and  it  appears  that  in  September  fol« 
lowing  the  niiiker  paid  to  George  W.  Piatt,  one  of  tlie  plaintiff, 
$50  on  account  of  it ;  gave  his  individual  note,  payable  in  three 
months  thereafter  for  the  remaining  $150 ;  deposited  with  the 
Ijlaiutiff  two  corporation  leases  as  security  for  its  payment;  ami 
received  from  him  a  written  instrument  acknowledinntj  the  re- 
ceipt  of  the  new  note  and  leases,  and  releasing  the  defendant  ns 
indorser  on  tlie  note  now  sued  upon.  It  is  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiffs that  this  release  is  not  only  void  for  want  of  a  consideration 
to  support  it,  but,  in  addition,  that  it  is  invalid  because  it  was 
obtained  upon  representations,  made  by  Gough,  which  induced 
the  plaintiff  to  sign  it^  without  reading  to  ascertain  its  contentd 
or  effect 

As  it  is  not  disputed,  that  after  the  note  in  suit  became  due, 
the  plaintiff  accepted  the  new  note  irom  the  maker  without  the 
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consent  or  knowledge  of  the  indorser,  it  is  quite  immaterial  to 
inquire  whether  or  not  the  release  was  invalid  upon  either  of  the 
grounds  suggested. 

The  effect  of  accepting  the  new  note  was  to  extend  the  time 
for  the  payment  of  the  original  indebtedness;  it  entirely  sus* 
pended  the  plaintiff'  right  of  action  during  the  period  it  had  to 
run,  and  the  defendant  was,  by  this  extension  of  credit  to  the 
maker,  as  effectually  released  from  any  liability  as  indorser  upon 
the  note  in  suit,  as  he  would  have  been  by  a  novation  to  which 
he  was  not  a  party.  Myers  y.  TFe2b,  5  Ilill,  468 ;  Chlemard  v. 
Lamb,  15  \Yend.  829,  832 ;  Kexsen  y.  LyeU,  5  HiU,  466 ;  Fdlows 
V.  Prentiss,  3  Denio,  512, 518;  (hletnan  y.  Wade,  2  Selden,  44; 
Wood  V.  Jefferson  Go.  Bank,  9  Cow.  194,  206 ;  Putnam  y.  Lewis, 
8  John.  889 ;  Hart  v.  Hudson,  6  Duer,  '294,  804. 

The  plaintiff  were  not  entitled  to  recover,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  justice  in  their  &yor  was  erroneous. 

Judgment  reversed. 


GiLMAN  Goodwin  v.  James  B.  EIirxeb. 

TVhere  oue  party  to  a  coutract  terminates  it  bj  refliaiag  to  fulfill  it)  and  gives  notice- 
to  that  cflfbct,  the  remedy  of  the  other  party  is  by  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of 
any  work  already  done,  with  such  damages  in  addition  as  may  be  shown  to  have. 
Faulted  from  the  breach  of  the  agreement 

K.  employed  G.  to  phorc  up  a  wall  of  a  building  in  a  particular  manner,  and  at  a. 
stXK^ifled  price ;  but  before  the  work  hud  been  luilf  performed,  not  being  sutiafitHL 
with  the  manner  in  wliich  it  was  being  done,  ho  notified  G.  not  to  proceed  Airtiier 
with  it.  G.,  noiwithdtauding,  completed  the  shoring  up,  and  then  sued  upon  the* 
cmtnict  to  recover  tlie  price  agreed  on.    JIddf 

I.  That  giving  the  notice  put  an  end  to  KJs  liability  upon  the  contract  for  any  work, 
subsequently  ])erfbrmed  under  it 

IL  Tliat  G.  could  only  recover  for  the  value  of  the  work  done  previous  to  the  nctio8|, 
with  such  damages  as  arose  firom  the  rofoaal  of  K.  to  fulfill  his  agreement 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Third  District  Court.    The 
Vol.  II.  20 
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action  was  bTongbt  to  recover  tbe  contract  price  agreed  upon 
for  shoring  up  in  a  particular  manner  a  wall  of  the  defend- 
ant's building.  It  appeared  at  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff  was 
employed  by  one  Woodruff  to  erect  a  building  on  a  lot  on 
Broadway,  adjoining  the  plaintiff's  store,  and  a  part  of  that  em- 
ployment was  to  shore  up  the  wall  in  question,  which  Wood- 
ruff was  obligated  to  do  by  the  "  Act  respecting  excavations 
m  New  York  and  Brooklyn,"  passed  January  24th,  1855.  (See 
Laws  1865,  p.  11.)  The  plaintiff  commenced  this  work,  and 
was  about  inserting  the  needles  to  support  the  wall  upon  the 
.floor  of  the  defendant's  store.  On  being  requested  to  place  them 
iin  the  cellar  underneath,  so  as  not  to  interrupt  the  defendant's 
'business,  he  declined,  upon  the  ground  that  it  would  be  a  more 
expensive  way.  The  extra  cost  being  inquired,  it  was  stated  to 
be  $50,  which  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay.  Afterwards,  tlie" 
needles  not  being  put  in  the  place  where  the  defendant  under 
stood  they  were  to  be,  he  rescinded  the  contract  and  notified  the 
plaintiff  not  to  proceed  under  it.  When  the  shoring  up  had 
been  completed,  this  action  was  brought  upon  the  contract  thus 
agreed  on,  the  plaintiff  claiming  that  he  had  performed  it,  and 
tlic  defendant  insisting  that  he  had  not.  The  testimony  before 
the  justice  was  conflicting  upon  this  pointy  but  it  was  not  dis- 
puted that  the  notice  was  given  before  the  work  was  complet:*!. 
During  the  trial  the  defendant  put  in  evidence  the  contract  made 
originally  with  Woodruff,  and  the  plaintiff  excepted  to  its  ad 
mission.  The  justice  gave  judgment  in  the  defendant's  fevor, 
and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Alexander  Spaulding^  for  the  appellant. 

Robert  C.  Embref,  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  IIiltox,  J. — This  action  is  upon  a  parol  con- 
tract made  between  t!ie  parties  in  respect  to  shoring  up  the  walls 
of  a  buildinpr  owned  bv  the  defendant.  The  defence  is  that  ii*^ 
work  was  i)crformc:l  niulcr  the  contract :  and  ,ilso,  that  betore 
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any  work  was  attempted,  the  defendant  rescinded  the  contract, 
and  notified  the  plaintiflF  not  to  proceed  under  it.  On  the  trial 
before  the  justice,  the  evidence  was  conflicting  as  to  whether  the 
plaintiff  did  the  work  thus  contracted  for,  and  his  finding  upon 
this  question  cannot  be  disturbed. 

Upon  the  question  as  to  whether  any  work  had  been  performed 
by  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  the  defendant  notified  him  not  to 
proceed,  the  plaintiff  testified  that  nearly  half  of  the  work  had 
been  done  before  the  notice  was  given ;  while,  on  the  contrary, 
the  defendant  testified  that  the  work  had  not  then  begun. 

Evidence  of  this  nature  was  clearly  insufficient  to  support  the 
plaintiff's  action  upon  the  contract.  The  notice  thus  given  put 
an  end  to  the  defendant's  liability  upon  the  contract  for  any  work 
subsequently  performed  under  it,  and  left  the  plaintiff  to  his 
action  for  the  value  of  any  work  he  had  previously  performed ; 
and  for  such  damages^  in  addition,  as  he  might  show  to  have  re- 
sulted from  the  defendant's  breach  of  the  agreement.  2  Parsons 
on  Contracts,  198.  DuBois  v.  The  Ddaware  and  Hudson  Camd 
Co.f  4  Wend.  285 ;  Masterton  v.  The  Mayor^  Jtc.^  of  Brooklyn^ 
7  nill,  61.  This  is  not  such  an  action ;  and  if  it  was,  the  testi- 
mony at  the  trial  showed  no  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
could  recover. 

The  evidence  respecting  the  contract  for  shoring  up,  made 
between  the  plaintiff  and  Woodruff,  although  not  very  material, 
3'et,  it  seems  to  me,  was  properly  admitted  for  the  purpose  ot 
showing  the  nature  of  the  contract  upon  which  was  engrafted 
the  parol  agreement  constituting  the  ground  of  the  present  action. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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John  McGraw  r.  Gideon  L.  Walker. 

A  justice  cannot,  of  his  own  knowledge,  certify  to  the  time  when  an  action  WM 
comincDCed  before  him  by  the  delivery  of  the  summons  for  aenrice. 

When  that  fact  is  Deceesaiy  to  be  shown,  it  must  appear  by  competent  eridence. 

In  the  absence  of  any  proof,  bcibre  the  Justice,  of  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
an  action  before  him,  it  will  be  deemed  commenced  on  the  day  the  summons  was 
actually  served. 

In  coniputiug  the  time  within  which  an  action  must  be  commenced  upon  a  note, 
tiie  day  on  which  the  right  of  action  accrued  should  be  excluded. 

A  noto  became  due  October  4,  1352,  and  an  action  upon  it  was  commenced  Octo- 
ber 5,  1858.  Udi,  that  tlic  right  of  action  accrued  on  October  5,  1S52,  and,  ei* 
duding  that  day  fh>m  the  computation,  the  suit  waa  brought  within  the  six  yean 
limited  by  statute. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  tbe  First  District  Court  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  suit  was  brought  upon  n  promissory  note 
for  $38,  made  by  the  defendant  July  2, 1852,  payable  to  Phineas 
Morse  or  bearer  on  the  first  day  of  October  (then)  next  Tbe 
answer  set  up  that  the  cause  of  action  did  not  accrue  within  six 
years  previous  to  the  commencement  of  the  action.  The  justic, 
in  his  return,  stated  that ''  this  action  was  commenced  by  n  sum- 
mons issued  out  of  this  court  by  the  clerk  thereof,  on  tlie  second 
day  of  October,  1858,"  &c.,  but  it  did  not  appear  that  any  evi- 
dence upon  tl:is  point  was  given  before  the  justice  at  the  trial. 
There  was,  however,  attached  to  the  return  a  certified  copy  of 
the  suinmons,  with  the  certificate  thereon  of  a  constable,  show- 
ing that  it  was  actually  served  on  the  defendant  on  October  5, 
18o8.     The  defendant  appealed. 

Gideon  L,  WaJlcer^  appellant,  in  person. 
Siejihen  B.  Cashing^  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,*niLTON,  J.— The  only  question  presented  for 
dctcrniiiiatiou  upon  this  appeal  is,  whetJier  the  action  before  the 
justice  was  commenced  within  the  period  limited  by  statute. 

Aliliough  the  justice  returns  tliat  the  action  was  commenced 
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on  October  2, 1858,  by  a  summons  issued  out  of  his  court  by  the 
clerk  thereof,  yet  that  fact  was  not  proved  before  him,  nor  does 
it  appear  from  the  evidence  when  the  summons  was  actually  de- 
livered for  service.  District  Court  Act  1857,  §  22.  In  the  ab- 
Bonce  of  proof  showing  when  the  summons  was  issued  or  actually 
delivered  for  service,  the  day  of  its  service,  which  was  October 
5,  1858,  must  be  deemed  by  us  the  time  when  the  action  was 
commenced.     Cornell  v.  Moulion,  8  Denio,  12. 

The  action  was  upon  a  negotiable  promissory  note  made  by  the 
defendant,  dated  July  2, 1852,  payable  on  the  first  of  October  then 
next,  and,  being  entitled  to  days  of  grace,  the  defendant  had  the 
whole  of  the  three  following  days  in  which  to  pay  it.  He  could 
not  have  been  sued  upon  it  until  the  5th  of  October,  and  on 
that  day,  therefore,  the  cause  of  action  accrued.  Osbom  v.  J/bn- 
sure^  8  Wend.  170 ;  Edwards  on  Bills  and  Notes,  527 ;  Ilogan 
v.  Cuyler,  8  Cowen,  203.  The  Code  of  Procedure  has  limited 
the  time  within  which  an  action  of  this  nature  can  be  com- 
menced, and  has  also  declared  the  manner  in  which  that  time 
ghall  be  computed.  By  Title  II,  (§  74),  civil  actions  can  only 
be  commenced  within  the  periods  in  that  title  prescribed  "  after 
the  cause  of  action  shall  have  accrued,"  and  by  sections  89  and 
91  of  the  same  title,  this  period,  in  actions  upon  contract^,  Ls  pre- 
scribed to  be  "  within  six  years."  By  §  407,  the  time  within 
which  an  act  is  to  be  done,  as  in  the  Code  provided,  shall  be 
computed  by  excluding  the  first  day  and  including  the  last. 

The  rule  tlms  declared,  in  respect  to  the  computation  of  time 
in  a  .statute,  had  been  previously  settled  by  a  nunil)er  of  decisions 
in  this  state,  several  of  which  arc  cited  in  Cornell  v.  Monlton^ 
(.9i/pra).  Applying  it  to  the  present  case  excludes  the  day  on 
ivliich  the  right  of  action  accrued  upon  the  note,  namelj',  Octo- 
ber 5, 1852,  and  includes  that  on  which  the  summons  was  served 
on  the  defendant,  namely,  October  5,  1858.  The  action  having 
therefore  been  commenced  within  the  period  prescribed,  it  fol- 
lows that  the  judgment  of  the  justice  was  right,  and  should  be 
afTirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Smith  Ely  i;.  Geokqe  Cook,  John  Sherwood  and  Bobebt 

H.  Shekwood. 

Where  the  ri{^ht  of  the  plaintiff  to  maiotaiD  his  action  depends  upon  a  jodgment 
docketed  in  his  favor,  but  on  his  producmg  the  judgment  recoid  to  the  ooait  it 
api>car8  that  the  jtulgment  is  void  by  reason  of  having  boen  entered  by  confes- 
siou,  upon  an  insufllcieut  statement  of  indebtedness;  the  action  will  be  diamiaBed. 

Altliough  a  defendant  will  not  bo  pcrxniitcd  to  avail  himsolf  of  a  defenoe  nut  slated 
in  his  unswor,  yet,  if  a  plaintiff  voluntarily  shows  that  he  has  no  cause  of  aL*tio-j, 
the  court  will  not  assist  hini,  or  grant  him  any  relief. 

A  judgment  by  confession  was  entered  upon  the  following  itatement  of  indcUcd- 
ness:  1st  The  sum  of  $1,500,  for  cash  l)orrowed  from  time  to  time,  for  which 
the  plaintiff  holds  the  defendant's  note.  2d.  That  the  plaintiff  had  auumed  ix 
the  defendant  the  iNiynicnt  of  $2,000,  for  which  he  had  given  the  plaintiff  two 
notes.  Jleld,  that  this  was  not  a  concise  statement  of  the  facts  out  of  which  tl» 
indebtedness  arose,  and  therefore  it  did  not  authorise  the  entry  of  a  judgment 
upon  it 

A  judgment  thus  entered,  however,  is  coudusivo  and  valid  against  the  party  making 
the  confetirtion.    Per  Daly,  Pirst  Judge. 

An  action  cannot  bo  maintained  by  a  judgment  creditor  for  the  purpose  of  setting 
aside  on  insolvent  disi'liargo  granted  to  tlie  debtor,  upon  the  ground  that  the  offi- 
cer gnmting  ilw  discharge  never  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  proceeding,  and  thai 
such  want  of  jurisdiction  Api)cars  on  the  face  of  the  record. 

During  tlm  progress  of  an  action  against  an  insolvent,  he  agreed  witlt  his  attomcrs 
that  the  oosts  wliich  might  be  recovered  in  tlie  suit  should  belong  to  tlicm.  II« 
subsequently  prc-vuilcil  in  the  action,  and  had  a  judgment  for  costs,  which  he  as 
signed  to  tlio  attorneys ;  JItid, 

L  That  such  an  nsnignment  was  valid. 

II.  That  the  judgment  belonged  to  tlie  attorneys,  and  was  not  the  subject  of  a 
set-off  against  a  judgment  of  the  plaintifij  previously  recovered  against  the  i&> 
solvout. 

Appkal  from  a  judgment  entered  at  special  tenn,  in  fevorof 
the  defendants  Sherwood  and  against  the  defendant  Cook,  de- 
claring liis  discharge,  as  an  insolvent  debtor,  void.  The  action 
was  bix>ug])t  by  the  plaintiff  to  set  off  a  judgment  by  confession, 
recovered  by  him  against  the  defendant  Cook,  against  a  judg- 
ment ibr  costs  recovered  by  Cook  against  the  plaintiff,  and  abo 
to  set  aside  an  insolvent  discharge  granted  to  the  defendaLt 
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Cook  subsequent  to  the  judgmcut  so  entered  against  him,  but 
prior  to  the  judgment  entered  iu  his  favor. 

It  appeared  that  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  pkintiff,  and 
under  whieh  he  claimed,  was  entered  upon  a  confession  of  the 
defendant  Cook,  that  he  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiflF:  First,  In 
the  sum  of  $1|500,  for  cash  borrowed  of  the  plaintiff  from  time 
to  time,  and  for  which  he  held  Cook^s  note,  dated  November  12, 
1850,  payable  six  months  after  date.  Second,  That  the  plain- 
tiff  had  assumed  for  Cook  the  payment  of  $2,000,  for  which  he 
had  given  the  plaintiff  two  notes,  for  $1,000  each,  payable  at 
sixty  and  ninety  days. 

Af>er  this  judgment  Cook  made  a  voluntary  assignment  of 
his  property  to  Foot  and  Gross,  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors, 
and  in  an  action  brought  by  Ely  to  set  aside  this  assignment,  a 
judgment  for  costs  was  given  in  favor  of  the  defendant  Cook, 
and  in  such  judgment  there  was  "  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  (Ely) 
the  liberty  to  off-set  the  costs  awarded  to  Cook  on  the  judgment 
of  Kly  against  him."  In  this  action  the  defendants  Sherwood 
v.ere  attorneys  and  counsel  for  Cook,  and  during  its  progress  it 
was  agreed  between  thorn  that  the  costs  to  be  recovered  should 
belong  to  the  Sherwoods,  as  such  attorneys. 

The  judgment  in  favor  of  Elj-  was  for  the  sum  of  $3,555,  and 
vrvji  entered  in  the  Supreme  Court  on  November  29th,  1850. 
The  jui.lgment  in  favor  of  Cook  wns  for  $382.42,  was  entered  in 
t!  e  same  court  on  October  29th,  1856,  and  was  subsequently  as- 
signed to  the  Sherwoods;  and  the  insolvent  discharge  of  Cook 
was  granted  by  the  recorder  of  the  city  of  New  York,  on  De- 
cember 31st,  1851. 

On  the  trial,  at  special  term,  the  plaintiff  put  in  evidence  the 
record  of  the  judgment  by  confession  against  Cook,  although 
the  defendaiits  did  not,  in  their  answ-ers,  deny  its  validity,  or 
that  it  had  been  recovered.  Judge  Buady,  before  whom  the 
trial  was  had,  found  as  a  fact  that  an  agreement  had  been  made 
between  the  Sherwoods  and  Cook,  as  above  stated,  and  gave  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  Sherwoods ;  but  as  the  proceedings  upon 
the  insolvent  discharge  of  Cook  showed  a  want  of  jurisdiction 
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in  the  ofEcer  who  granted  it^  judgment  was  given  against  Cook, 
declaring  such  discharge  Toid. 

The  reasons  for  this  determination  were  stated  in  the  follow- 
ing opinion : 

Brady,  J. — The  Code  (|  303)  repeals  all  existing  laws  restrict- 
ing or  controlling  the  right  of  a  partv  to  agree  with  an  attorney, 
solicitor  or  counsel,  for  his  compensation,  and  hence  it  follows 
that  though  prior  to  the  enactment  referred  to  an  agreement  with 
an  atlortiey  to  give  him  f»art  of  a  debt  for  colleciing  it  was  void, 
{SiUerJii  V.  Fraser,  2  Sand.  S.  C.  B.  141,  and  cases  cited),  it  is  not 
so  now.  In  the  language  of  Saxpford,  J.,  in  the  case  just  men- 
tioned, '•  the  Code  of  Procedure  appears  to  have  changed  the 
law  in  this  resi^ect,  and  enables  parties  to  make  such  bargains  as 
thej-  please  with  their  attorneys.''  See  also  EusOdji  v.  Smithy  I 
£.  D.  Smith  R.  318.  It  is  true  that,  at  the  time  the  agreement 
was  made  bv  the  Sherwoods  with  Cook,  no  costs  had  accrued, 
and  from  the  nature  of  the  action  brought  against  the  latter,  costs 
might  not  have  been  granted  had  he  succeeded,  but  that  did  noi 
affect  the  right  of  Cook  to  bargain  upon  the  hypothesis  that  he 
mi^rlit  rec'.^ver  costs.  That  doubt  was  a  niaitor  affectincc  onlv  the 
employer  and  the  employe*.!,  wliich  third  jiorsoiis  had  no  power 
to  int<;rfere  with,  llaviug  the  right  to  make  the  agreement,  and 
the  agreement  not  being  against  the  policy  of  the  Liw,  it  was 
binding  upon  the  parties,  and  miL<t  be  susuiiued.  From  the  mo- 
ment the  Sherwooils  began  to  defend  the  action  against  Cook,  an 
equity  mi  their  favor  commenced,  and  so  continued  down  to  the 
time  when  the  costs  were  adjusted.  They  labored  for  thase  costs, 
and  having  succeeded  in  the  defence,  it  must  be  assumed  thr.t 
they  earned  them  by  diligence,  industry  and  skill.  They  tot^k 
the  risk  in  reference  to  the  costs,  and  having  done  so,  the  costs 
never  in  fact  belonged  to  the  defendant  in  the  action.  Prior 
to  the  Code  the  courts  would  not  refuse  to  set  off  one  judg- 
ment against  another  because  of  the  attorney's  lien ;  ujx)n  the 
ground,  that  the  equities  of  the  parties  were  sui>erior  to  tlr>e  of 
the  attorneys,  the  attorney  looking  in  the  firet  in:?;ai.ee  t^  iLo 
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personal  security  of  his  client,  {The  People  ex  rel  ilannhig  v.  The 
K.  Y,  Com.  Pleas,  13  Wend.  649 ;  Nicoll  v.  Nkoll,  16  Wend. 
446);  but  without  reference  to  the  question  whether  the  attorney's 
lien  still  exists,  although  it  seems  to  be  settled,  ( Ward  v.  Woods- 
worth,  1  E.  D.  Smith's  I^.  598 ;  12  IIow.  Pr.Rep.  186;  11  How. 
100;  20  Barb.  541;  21  Barb.  17;  4  Barb.  47),  there  is  little 
doubt  that  the  principle  upon  which  courts  heretofore  permitted 
judgments  to  be  set  ofi*  must  still  prevail,  even  if  the  lien  is  held 
to  continue.  In  this  case,  however,  something  more  than  a 
mere  lien  exists.  The  costs  that  might  be  awarded  were  passed 
to  the  Sherwoods  in  anticipation  of  their  recovery,  as  a  com- 
pensation for  their  services  whixjh  would  result  in  that  recovery, 
and  as  each  particular  service  for  which  costs  were  allowed  was 
performed,  the  right  of  the  Sherwoods  to  the  compensation  for 
that  service  attached,  not  by  lien  alone,  but  by  express  agreement 
Cook  said,  at  or  about  the  time  that  the  agreement  was  made,  that 
he  had  no  means  to  carry  on  the  suit,  that  he  had  failed,  made  an 
assignment,  and  had  gone  through  the  Insolvent  Act,  It  would 
seem,  from  these  circumstances,  that  the  Sherwoods  looked  first 
to  the  costs  for  security,  and  not  to  the  personal  responsibilit}' 
of  Cook,  who  had  declared  himself  to  be  irresponsible,  and  it  fol- 
lows that,  so  far  as  the  cases  sxqh-a  are  founded  upon  the  theory 
that  the  attorney  relics  first  upon  his  client  for  payment,  they 
have  no  application  to  this  case.  For  these  reasons,  I  think  the 
defendants  Sherwood  entitled  to  judgment.  Tlve  plaintiff  is,  how- 
ever, entitled  to  judgment  against  the  defendant  Cook.  The  dis- 
charge granted  by  Recorder  Talmadge  is  on-ly  prhmi.  facie  evi- 
dence of  the  jurisdictional  facts  recited,  and  those  facts  may  be 
inquired  into  by  a  party  seeking  to  impeach  the  final  onler  in  a 
collateral  action.  If  a  defect  is  ascertained,  the  whole  proceed- 
ing is  void.  Stanton  v.  Elh'sj  2  Kern.  575.  In  applications  by 
an  insolvent  and  his  creditors,  under  the  third  article  of  the  title 
of  tiie  Revised  Statutes  relating  to  non-resident,  absconding,  in- 
solvent, and  imprisoned  debtors,  (2  R.  S.  16),  the  debtor  is  re- 
quired to  annex  an  afiidavit  to  his  petition,  account  and  inven- 
tory, in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute,  which  shall  be 
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subsorilc'i  by  the  iriS«:«lvent,  and  s\rorn  to  in  the  presence  of  the 
officer  to  whosi  the  petition  is  presented,  and  the  officer  receiying 
such  T.o:::!oa,  schedule  and  affiJavit,  shall  make  an  order  requir- 
ing all  :he  creditors  of  the  insolvent  to  appear.  The  affidavit  is 
a  prero-.r.:i<:te,  and  unless  made  in  the  manner  and  at  the  time 
presorib:.!.  the  oSoor  acquires  no  jurisdiction.  The  affidavit 
reiatei  to  :he  inventorv  of  the  debtor's  estate  among  other  things, 
and  the  whole  of  which  estate  the  creditors  to  are  entitled  as  it 
exist?  :.:  the  time  the  jvtition  is  presented.  But  were  it  other- 
v/i.-e,  i:  is  suilio'-jiit  that  the  statute  requires  the  affidavit  to  be 
made  lefore  tl:e  order  to  show  cause  is  granted,  and  in  the  pre- 
sence o:  ihe  o:!:cer  granting  ine  order.  The  proof  shows  thut 
the  at?,  lavit  referreil  to  was  sworn  to  before  a  commissioner  ol 
dec  l?  ill  the  first  instance ;  that  on  or  after  the  daj^  on  which  the 
ord:r  :.^  sliow  cause,  grantetl  bv  the  recorder,  was  returnable, 
the  jar:;t  lo  the  affidavit  was  signed  by  bim,  and  that  althougli 
signed  by  hi:n,  it  was  neither  subscribed  nor  sworn  to  by  the 
insolvent  in  the  presence  of  the  recorder.  It  is  clear^  therefore, 
that  th:  rccorJer  never  acquired  juriadictioa,  and  that  the  whole 
pr'.x!ce«ii:ig  betoa^  him  was  voiJ. 

There  may  be  some  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  state 
nieiU  uion  wLich  the  plaintiff  obtained  judgment  against  Cook, 
so  far  a?  the  rights  of  other  creditors  of  the  latter  may  be  affected, 
bu:  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  Cook  it  is  v;did.  Griffin  v.  ilii 
cltcU,  2  Cow.  :a^\    Van  A'titci'  v.  Mulkr,  3  Abb.  Pr.  K,  375. 

Orlored  accordinirlv. 

The  phiintiff  appealed  from  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendants Sherwooil,  and  the  defendant  CJook  appealed  from  the 
judgmei^t  against  him,  declaring  ii is  insolvent  discharge  void. 

C.  BuiuhiiJ'jc  Smith,  for  the  plaintiff. 

1.  It  was  well  settled  before  the  adoption  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure, that  the  lien  of  an  attornev  for  his  costs  was  subordinate 

•r' 

to  the  eq'.jitics  c.xijjting  between  the  parties  ;  and  that  where  two 
parties  hfld  J!idg:n^*nts  against  each  other,  courts,  both  of  law 
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and  equity,  were  bound  by  sttitute  to  set  off  the  one  against  the 
other,  notwithstanding  the  attorney's  costs.  The  People  v.  Man- 
ning, 13  Wend.  649;  Nicollv,  AVcoff,  16  Wend.  446;  Noxon  v. 
Gregory,  5  How.  Pr.  389 ;  Ward  v.  Wurdsworlh,  1  E.  D.  Smith, 
898;  WiVcinsY.Battermin,  4  Barb.  47;  Chappell  v.  Dann,  21  id. 
17.  1.  The  costs  belong  to  the  party.  Formerly  a  party  not  an 
attorney,  conducting  a  suit  or  defence  in  person,  was  not  entitled 
to  costs.  Now  they  are  allowed  to  the  prevailing  party  upon  the 
judgment,  by  way  of  indemnity  for  his  expenses  in  the  action, 
whether  he  be  an  attorney  or  not.  JSx  jxirie  StewaH  v.  JV.  Y.  Com. 
Pleas,  10  Wend.  597 ;  Code,  §  803.  2.  There  were  no  coste  at 
common  law.  They  are  created  by  statute ;  so  are  set-offs.  Bcame 
on  Costs,  p.  8,  (6  L.  L.,  N.  S.) ;  4  Burr,  2221.  8.  In  any  case,  they 
do  not  exist  until  judgment ;  and  where  the  legislature  changes 
the  costs  during  the  progress  of  a  suit,  the  costs  of  such  suit  are  to 
be  taxed  acconling  to  the  statute  in  force  at  its  termination.  The 
Supers,  of  Onondaga  v.  Bn'ggs,  3  Denio  R.  173.  4.  In  the  action 
in  which  the  costs  in  favor  of  Cook  were  awarded,  they  were  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  the  court,  in  awarding  them,  re- 
served to  the  plaintiff  the  right  to  have  them  set  off  against  hLs 
judgment  Code,  §  306.  5.  The  testimony  does  not  support  the 
conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  judge,  that  there  was  an  agreement 
between  the  defendants  that  the  costs  should  belong  to  the  attor- 
neys. 6.  Conceding  the  existence  of  such  an  agreement,  the 
question  is,  whether  the  provisions  of  the  Code  allowing  an  at- 
torney and  client  to  make  an  agreement  between  themselves  as 
to  the  compensation  of  the  attorney,  affect  and  bind  third  parties, 
and  has  repealed  the  statutory  right  of  set-ofl^  which  in  such 
cases  heretofore  existed. 

II.  The  plaintiff's  judgment  is  good  and  valid.  1.  The  valid- 
ity of  the  judgment  was  not  brought  in  issue,  and  was  admitted 
by  tlie  pleadings.  2.  A  "  defendant  is  required,  besides  answer- 
ing the  plaintiff's  case,  to  state  to  the  court,  in  his  answer,  all  the 
circumstances  of  which  he  intends  to  avail  himself  by  way  of  de- 
fence: and  he  cannot  avail  himself  of  any  matter  of  defence 
which  is  not  stated  in  his  answer,  even  though  it  should  appear 
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d •.  1  t-.:^  I'r  -/  r.  -  ;  -  3-"!  :••  2^.  T.  K  .;2  Smih)  297. 
>  'Jlt  fj.'t-v.i.L:  :i  :=.  f.L±.-f-- j  TtLrn?::^  :-:»  aj prise  all  per- 
«-  •-•  :'  •  r  ->---.v  Li  i  : .  :.f-  >.r:i;L  ::  '^^  cr'M.  Code,  §  3s3; 
J/  •  s- ' '  *r  T.  /"-!  I3  Z:  "s".  ?.  li.  il :  Ijtla'-r2'^  v.  Ensign,  21 
Lu\.  :-  '-'.-.-"-  "^  ^  ._:r'l.  L  S-iTT- il-:- ;  Z'i/v,a;7i  v.  irtrfcT- 
.-••.  17  >".  Y.  i  •:  .-M^.:!  r.  •:.  Zvii  r  ::  -srere  void  as  tocred- 
.:-.--.  .".  .-  r.o:  -r  V.-.-r^.L  ilr  TLrrirs.  '.^-.j^-*  v.  JLT/rc'ifJiS  Cow. 
a.  >r:  :    ^*:-.  A^ f  t.  ii    r-  i-  A::.  P.  R.  S75. 

rjr  '-"1:  -ririlii".  "..•:"•:.  :i  :Lf  Hs:  dav  of  Bectmber, 
1t''I.  -'Vr  •iir  ^.lii::::f' §  ;iIr:r.Ti.:  azAiLn  Lim  was  recovered, 
^',Vi.:.:L  a  •i.s.'.lsj'z-?  -i>:r  liL::.;  is  eornr^onlv  called  the  Two 
T/.-rl  A'::.  I:  L:.:^.ATi  :t  :':ir  rrxvielini's.  :"i:at  tbe  oflSoer  wLo 
^'-rr^'iVr'i  •.':.*:  i!5cLi.r::e.  ■:"*  :-.:  ccr:  rt-  iurisiicsion  therein:  and, 
c'.r  vr<j::*;'.:l"r.  >o  ir  a.=  liie  t  lai^rlffs  iudzment  is  sousrht  to  be 
iiil'^r:',':!  "r,v  i:.e  iUi-hsxr-:-.  ::  is  the  sarr.e  r*5  if  it  had  never  been 

Il  wa-:  c>jirlr  r»r^»v^ :.  in  r.«!  lition  to  the  admission  in  the 
I  i'r.viiij;/-,  that  tJio  a:"::  i:;vit  r-L-qiire.'  by  the  seventh  section  of 
t/i';  act.  iijy>n  -A-hirrh  t:.e  r.*!!;cer  acquirei?  juris-diciion  in  such  j-ro- 
'■'•'vli'it;-,  '.vas  i."it]i':'r  sworn  10  nor  subscribed  bv  the  insolvent  in 
i!.'!  jin;.-!i;!.c';  of" lii'i  P-C'-r-ter  who  granted  the  discharge,  until  the 
onli  r  rfif\mrin'/  :ho  cni'dit.rs  to  show  cause  Avhy  the  insolvent 
•■Ijoiilrl  n<;t  be  dii-fcbarirc'l  from  his  debts  was  returnable.  2  R. 
S.,  p.  ni.  1.  'J'hr;  seventh  section  requires  the  affidavit  to  he 
**  Mworn  to  and  snl^Kcribcd  b}'  such  insolvent  in  the  presence  of 
:-'wli  oITkit,  who  sljall  certify  the  same."  2  R  S.,  p.  17,  sec.  7. 
2.  Tli'-  oflliicr  before  wliom  insolvent  proceedings  of  this  nature 
;irr}  crMidncrtr-d,  cxorciscs  a  special  jurisdiction  acquired  in  the 
niodr,  prescribed  by  the  8tjitute,  and  if  any  essential  requisite  is 
w.'infin;/,  Ins  acts  arc  a  nullity.  t%iall  v.  Whealoji^  2  Abbotts 
J*.  \l.  17K;  Sfuiitoa  v.  AV/^s,  2*^Kcm.  K.  575. 

I V*.  TIk?  discliar^c  is  also  void,  because  there  was  no  proof 
furnished  to  the  ofliccr  gnmting  the  same,  that  the  insolvent  was 
:i  resident  of,  or  imprisoned  in  the  city  of  New  York  at  the  time 
of  lln»  j>ri'SiMit:ition  of  his  petition  for  such  discharge.     1.  The 
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Statute  requires  that  applications  made  under  the  articles  enum- 
erated in  that  title,  ''  shall  be  made  to  an  oi&cer  residing  in  the 
county  in  which  the  insolvent  or  imprisoned  debtor  resides,  or  is 
imprisoned ;  and  proof  of  such  residence  or  imprisonment  shall 
be  made  at  the  time  of  presenting  the  petition,  and  before  any 
order  shall  be  granted  thereon."  2  R.  S.,  p.  85,  §  2.  2.  Not  only 
must  the  insolvent  be  a  resident  of  the  county,  &w<j?roo/'q/*5McA 
i'esidence  shall  be  made  at  the  time  of  presenting  the  petition,  and 
before  any  order  shall  be  made.  Stanton  v.  Ellis^  16  Barb.  S.  C. 
R.  319 ;  Small  v.  WlieaUm^  2  Abbott's  P.  R  179 ;  In  re  Under- 
wood^ 8  Cow.  R.  59. 

Henry  A.  Gram,  for  all  the  defendants. 

I.  The  agreement  between  Cook  and  his  attorneys  that  they 
should  have  the  costs,  was  valid.  2  Sand.  141 ;  1  £.  D.  Smith, 
S18. 

n.  The  lien  of  the  attorney  for  his  costs,  still  exists.  The 
right  of  set-off  of  judgments  is  not  superior  in  equity  to  that  of 
the  attorney.  But  whether  it  is  so  at  common  law  is  not  here 
material,  because  a  valid  contract  is  made  between  the  attorney 
and  client  before  the  costs  are  earned,  the  consideration  of  which 
on  one  side  is  the  service  to  be  rendered,  and  on  the  other  the 
right  to  the  costs.  The  costs,  as  soon  as  earned,  became  the 
property  of  the  attornej' ;  and  never  having  been  the  property 
of  the  client,  no  set-off  could  or  ought  to  be  made  of  a  judg- 
ment against  the  client.  This  court  has,  at  general  term,  passed 
upon  and  determined  this  precise  question  in  this  action,  and  it 
cannot  now  be  considered  an  open  question.  Bobbins  v.  Alex- 
ander, 11  Howard  P.  R.  106. 

III.  The  evidence  fully  sustains  the  allegation  of  the  agree- 
ment and  the  finding  of  the  judge,  and  is  not  disputed. 

IV.  The  judgment  by  confession  against  Gteorge  Cook  is  void, 
because :  1st.  The  statement  necessary  to  authorize  the  entry  of 
judgment  by  confession,  without  action,  is  clearly  insufficient 
The  first  part  of  the  statement  omits  to  set  forth  the  dates  or 
amounts,  or  particulars  of  cash  borrowed.    The  fact  that  a  note 
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')  .f  .f,'J.i./>.  in  tfi':ir  arjij-A'ers.  bu:  :'.*e  p'-i'ii:::?  .Mi  r.:-t  choose  to 
/•  •••?.  }jj?'.  c;ii»e  *jjiOn  th':  a'lrriia«:ori  wiiich  !.:•  r.o'.v  insists  the  answew 
r-.'/fit'iin,  Th^;  j'j'];/rrjcrjt  under  wLich  he  claims  was  entered  bv 
til':  *VaV  of  tli';  Supromf;  Court  ur/jn  tl.e  confession  of  the  de- 
r<  ri'larit  Cook,  and  the  record  coiitaining  this  confession  waspro- 
iXnt'AA  \\\A  vvmA  in  evidence  at  the  trial  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tirt',  nofwiiljHtan'iing  the  defendants' objection  and  their  excep 
tion  !o  iiH  a'IniiHj-ion.  It  thus  became  evidence  in  the  cause,  and 
til':  crourt  w.'iH  ih'.:rf;fore  Ixiund  to  inspect  it,  to  determine  as  to  its 
vali'lity  nn  a  n?conl,  and  fifl  to  whether  the  statement  or  coufee- 
HJon  rontainrd  in  it,  was  HufTicient  in  law  to  warrant  the  clerk  la 
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entering  the  judgment  upon  which  the  plaintiflTs  right  of  action 
depends;  because,  if  it  was  not  sufficient  and  did  not  show  a 
concise  statement  of  the  facts  out  of  which  the  indebtedness 
alleged  in  it  arose,  (Code,  §  888),  it  follows  that  the  judgment 
was  entered  by  the  clerk  without  legal  authority ;  was  not  merely 
irregular,  but  void,  {Chappell  v.  Chappell^  2  Keman,  215;  Von 
Bedc  V.  Sherman^  18  Howard,  472 ;  Bonnell  v.  Henry^  id.  144), 
and  could,  therefore,  form  no  ground  for  the  plaintiff's  recovery. 

The  first  item  of  indebtedness  mentioned  in  the  statement  is 
the  sum  of  $1,500,  for  cash  borrowed  by  the  defendant  Cook  of 
the  plaintiff,  from  time  to  time,  and  for  which  he  holds  the  de- 
fondant's  note,  dated  November  12,  1850,  payable  six  months 
afler  date.  This  was  clearly  insufficient.  It  should  have  speci* 
fied  the  several  amounts  which  went  to  make  up  the  indebted- 
ness, and  the  different  times  when  the  money  was  loaned.  It 
was  so  held  in  StMins  v.  T%r  East  Society  of  tiie  Met/iodist  Episco- 
jKxl  Church,  Rodiester^  12  Howard,  410. 

The  second  item  of  indebtedness  alleged  is  still  less  explicit. 
It  is  that  the  plaintiff  had  assumed  for  the  defendant  Cook  the 
payment  of  §2,000,  for  which  he  had  given  the  plaintiff  two 
notes  for  $1,000  each,  made  payable  at  sixty  and  ninety  days. 

This  is  certainly  not  "  a  concise  statement  of  the  facts  out  of 
which  the  indebtedness  arose."  The  nature  and  origin  of  the  in- 
debtedness assumed,  to  whom  it  was  owing,  and  in  what  man- 
ner it  was  assumed  by  the  plaintiff,  should  have  been  stated. 
All  this  the  law  required,  and  as  the  statement  did  not  furnish 
such  information,  it  was  not  such  a  one  as  authorized  the  entry 
of  a  judgment  upon  it. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  the  judge  at  special  term  erred  in 
finding,  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff's  judgment  was 
good  and  valid.  He  should  have  found  it  to  be  the  reverse.  As 
to  the  argument  that  its  validity  can  only  be  questioned  by  a 
junior  judgment  creditor,  it  seems  to  me  inapplicable  to  a  case 
like  the  present.  The  plaintiff  sought,  in  this  action,  to  enforce 
what  he  claimed  to  be  a  legal  right  acquired  under  a  judgment 
entei'ed  upon  the  confession  of  the  dtTendant  Cook.     If  he  re- 
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covers,  it  must  be  upon  the  strength  of  his  own  case  and  the 
evidence  he  has  adduced  in  support  of  it,  and  noi  upon  the 
weakness  of  his  adversary.  He  attempted  to  show  that  he  was 
the  owner  of  a  valid  judgment,  which  he  was  entitled  to  set  off 
against  a  judgment  actually  belonging  to  the  defendants  Sher- 
wood. Failing  to  show  this,  it  follows  that  he  has  no  cause  of 
action,  and,  therefore,  not  entitled  to  the  relief  he  has  demanded 
The  defendants  did  not  come  into  court  asking  to  have  his  judg- 
ment vacated  or  declared  void ;  they  simply  relied  upon  the  in- 
herent weakness  of  his  claim,  and  asked  that  his  action  be  dig- 
missed  because  he  failed  to  show  himself  entitled  to  any  rehd 
whatever.     This,  in  my  opinion,  they  had  a  right  to  do. 

Upon  these  views  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  judgment  creditci 
of  the  defendant  Cook,  and,  therefore,  was  not  entitled  to  hai** 
the  court  declare  his  insolvent  discharge  void.     In  my  opinio  t 
the  judge  at  special  term  improperly  passed  upon  that  questiou. 
and  the  judgment  given  in  respect  to  it  should  be  reversed. 

Brady,  J.,  concurred. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — All  the  defendants  in  this  case  were 
entitled  to  judgment  The  equitable  relief  which  the  plaintiff 
asked  was  this :  That  the  discharge  granted  to  the  defendant 
Cook,  06  an  insolvent,  should  be  declared  void ;  that  the  judg- 
ment which  he,  the  plaintiff)  had  obtained  against  Cook  by  con- 
fession, should  be  set  off  against  tlie  judgment  recovered  by  Cook 
against  the  plaintiff,  to  the  extent  of  the  latter  judgment ;  that 
the  latter  judgment  should  be  adjudged  to  be  satisfied  and  can- 
celled of  record ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  shoidd  have  judgment 
for  what  would  remain  due  upon  the  former  judgment,  after 
allowiug  the  set-off  Two  things  were  sought  to  be  accomplished 
by  the  action.  First,  to  get  rid  of  the  discharge  which  stood  in 
the  way  of  the  plaintiS^s  judgment,  and  then  to  have  the  set-off 
allowed. 

The  judgment  which  Cook  recovered  against  the  plaintiff  was 
exclusively  for  costs.     The  action  was  brought  by  tlie  plaintiff 
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against  Cook  and  others,  to  set  aside  an  assignment  which  Cook 
had  made  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  the  plaintiff  having 
failed  in  the  action,  Cook,  as  one  of  the  defendants,  recovered 
judgment  ngainst  him  for  $382.42  costs.  Upon  the  trial,  in  this 
suit,  it  was  proved  that  after  the  commencement  of  that  action, 
and  before  an  answer  was  put  in,  an  arrangement  was  made  be- 
tween Cook  and  his  attorneys,  the  Messrs.  Sherwood,  to  the  effect 
that  the  costs  of  the  defence  of  the  action  should  belong  to  the 
attorneys.  Mr.  John  Sherwood  swore  that  Cook  came  to  them, 
the  attorneys,  and  told  them  that  he  had  no  means  to  carry  on 
the  suit ;  that  he  had  fiiiled,  made  an  assignment,  and  had  gone 
through  the  Two  Third  Act ;  that  the  witness  told  him  he  would 
succeed  in  the  action ;  that  the  suit  was  frivolous,  and  the  com- 
plaint would  be  dismissed ;  that  they  would  go  on  and  defend 
the  action,  and  tliat  they  would  get  a  bill  of  costs  out  of  the 
plaintiff,  for  their  services,  which  would  belong  to  them,  the 
attorneys,  and  that  Cook  said,  ^*  certainly,  that's  all  right,"  or 
other  words  expressing  assent  to  the  agreement  or  arrangement 
The  attorneys  went  on,  paid  all  the  disbursements,  and  defended 
the  suit*,  which  was  a  protracted  litigation,  having  been  carried 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  when  judgment  was 
rendered  in  Cook's  favor  for  the  costs  above  stated,  he  assigned 
the  judgment  to  them. 

The  juflge  below  found  that,  after  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  and  before  the  trial,  an  arrangement  and  agreement  was 
made  between  Cook  and  the  Messrs.  Sherwcxxl,  that  the  costs 
to  be  recovered  were  to  belong  to  them,  and  I  think  that  he  was 
warranted  by  the  fuct^  in  so  finding.  This  agreement  was  made 
before  the  defence  of  the  suit  was  made  by  the  defendants  Sher- 
wood, and  the  services  which  they  agreed  to  render,  and  didi 
render,  was  a  good  consideration  for  the  making  of  such  an 
agreement.  The  question  of  an  attorney's  lien,  so  much  dis- 
cussed in  the  various  stages  of  this  case,  does  not  in  fact  arise. 
By  the  long  established  practice  of  the  courts  the  attorney  has 
a  lien  upon  the  judgment  for  his  costs,  subject,  however,  to  the 
equitable  right  of  the  parties  to  set  off  one  claim  against  another ; 
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xz'i  if  •h.'*  TtLnjfiS  fed-*  m  tn~  i  ::  zije  i7Z»yrr.^y's  lien,  the  judg- 
=»t- *  -•-Z  :*  -riiirr^i  v  -Ji*  ri^ec:  ::  :he  lien.  Ba:  the  defend- 
iz's  SiiifTvroi  r-i  r:-  !all  it»:c  tbtxTxr:  m» rrotect  a  lien whicli 
i-'-T  i3ii  irtin  tie  -iir=i<n:  ::rxs3L  rr  interrcrse  anv  sach  Ikn 
js  i;zx^-=«  lii-*  r'.-L-^'rr'Tg  r^ri:  ::  sei^i  Thej  are  the  assignees 
iri  :'ine?«  ::  iz.-*  ;-iziirr-:  -s-l::!.  his  ceen  as^igne*!  to  them 

r  J  Cxi  r:  i^rc:?': ar::^  ;:  ir.  igreesier:.  which  he  male  with 

•—-fin  if-eii  lirr  ir.i-£r:xk  :ie  irfr'-x  of  the  sii:.  that  the  costs 
a:ii  ':»rl:cx  :c  ihrfr:-  Tn-ir rl^:  is  rconied  primarilv  npoa 
i  nr^ffrr  zz  eazzr^'.-i  as5:r::zie::t  bj  C:ck  to  them  of  a  thing 
tz  'iiTe.r-LZj:".  "r-i-ih.  """ae  rilii  azd  will  be  sustained  br  the 
ec«ra&.  "  Wij.:«v»r  crz'rs  riAj  ijire  existc^i  heretofore,"  sajs 
^lllA  w"^  1-  A^.^ii  T.  r^f  Xf:  •,•:•-.  Jt^:^  -rf  Xeir  Ton:,  (2  Seld 
157.  -  -Jie  rec^r  ccizi*??:  r.ow  is.  that  courts  of  equity  will  sn^- 
rcr:  aasj — frzis.  z::  oi>  o:  liizgs  in  acrl?!:.  but  of  contingent 
iz^cri^Ks  ir.i  fjti«f%:si:i::-s.  azi  of  :hicgs  which  have  no  present 
acr^  eiif^czj-r.  be:  rjs:  :n  r«:<5s:bil::T,  pr»jviied  the  asrreements 
ire  iiir!j  ei.:<:r?i  — :o,  iii  ::  wrul-.:  not  be  against  public  policy 
:o  ur-«:li  iZfzz:S  Bci:r?  ilese  x>5:s  were  created,  and  before  it 
cocli  ce  kz-c  i  z  izAi  Cxk  w:uli  ever  be  ez:iile»i  to  any — when 
:"ze  z:^:er  r.^ci»i  :z  zi-ere  ex:*c:a:;:a  ani  rossibilitv — ^thev  made 
:li:s  jL^reeziiz:.  "Jii;  iw-ej  Aerv  :?  zave  the  eos:s  ibr  their  services 
is  i::orr.ev<w  izi  -ji  iZT  i:z'::  exisie-i  before  the  Co-ie  as  to  the 
riict  Ki  az  i::crr.ev  :o  ziike  szch  an  aCTeeaent  none  can  exist 
zcw.  iLe  Ccce  zanrg  rer-ealed  all  laws  restricring  or  coutrolliDg 
the  r^-S  :i  a  rinj  so  arree  w::li  his  attomev  for  his  compen- 
s&uoz.  The  J  gave  their  services  and  r<ud  the  disbursements  in 
the  lou^  course  c-:'  the  li::g:i»::-n.  Their  expectation  was  realired; 
ilie  plaizuf  laileu  in  Lis  sui:.  and  when  a  judgment  was  len- 
dored  iz  Cvok  5  :livor  for  cck«  seaizsi  the  plaintiff,  as  the  costs 
by  ;he  rrevious  arreemeat  belonged  to  the  Sherwoods,  Cook 
iiji?'.gzoa  :ze  judgnitni  :o  the:r..  The  detendants  Sherwoodi 
therefore,  oar.zo:  be  regarded  as  assignees  taking  subject  to  the 
p'aini:irs  r.ghi  of  se:-vi  but  ?.3  assignees  of  a  judgment  nomi- 
ually  lu  the  naine  of  C<x>k.  the  whole  interest  in  which  be- 
longtxl  to  'iiem  when  the  judgment  was  rendered.     This  case, 
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consequently,  is  distinguishable  from  The  People  v.  Manning^  (18 
Wend.  649),  which  was  also  a  judgment  for  costs  assigned  to  the 
attorney,  for  there  no  such  prior  agreement  existed ;  in  addition 
to  which,  the  case  is  of  no  authority,  as  it  was  subsequently 
reversed ;  and  the  case  before  us  is  equally  distinguishable  from 
Ntcoll  V.  Nicoll^  (16  Wend.  446),  in  which  the  attorney,  relying 
simply  upon  his  lien  upon  the  judgment  for  his  costs,  was  not 
allowed  to  interpose  it  against  the  appellant's  statutory  right  to 
a  8eto£ 

The  defendants  Sherwood,  then,  being  the  parties  who  had  the 
sole  interest  in  this  judgment  when  it  was  rendered,  through 
their  previous  agreement  with  Cook,  the  plaintiff  had  no  claim 
to  set  off  his  judgment  against  it,  and  having  failed  in  this,  I  do 
not  see  that  he  could  be  entitled  to  any  judgment  I  know  of 
no  authority  entitling  him  to  maintain  an  equitable  action  to 
have  Cook's  dischaige  as  an  insolvent  declared  null  and  void, 
unless  that  discharge  was  an  obstacle  to  the  attainment  of  some 
right  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled.  If  the  judgment  re- 
covered in  Cook's  name,  for  costs,  belonged  to  him,  and  the 
plaintiff  would  have  an  equitable  right  to  set  off  against  it  his 
judgment  against  Cook,  if  that  judgment  was  not  affected  by 
the  discharge  granted  to  Cook  ;  upon  the  ground,  that  the  dis- 
charge was  null  and  void,  then  the  validity  of  the  dischai*ge 
would  be  connected  with  the  equitable  remedy  of  the  right  of 
set-off.  But  having  no  right  of  set-off,  the  validity  or  invalidity 
of  the  discharge  becomes  immaterial ;  or  if  this  was  an  action 
upon  the  judgment,  the  invalidity  of  the  discharge  would  be  ma- 
terial, for,  if  valid,  he  could  maintain  no  sucli  action ;  but  it  is  not 
an  action  upon  the  judgment,  but  an  equitable  action  to  compel 
a  set-off)  which,  if  allowed,  is  to  be  followed  by  a  judgment  for 
the  balance  due  after  allowing  the  set-off.  If  the  set-off  is  not 
allowed,  then  the  action  fails;  for  what  was  asked  in  addition 
was  dependent  and  contingent  upon  the  granting  of  the  set-off; 
or  if  he  sought  to  set  the  discharge  aside  upon  the  ground 
of  fraud,  the  case  might  be  different,  but  the  objection  to  the 
diachargn  is  that  the  judge  who  granted  it  never  acquired  anv 
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jurisdiction ;  and,  as  that  appeared  upon  the  &ce  of  the  reooid, 
the  discharge  interposed  no  obstacle  to  the  plaintiff  enfoiciDg 
his  judgment  If  he  brought  an  action  upon  the  judgmeDt, 
or  issued  an  execution  upon  it,  and  levied  it  upon  the  property 
of  Cook,  the  discharge  would  be  unavailable  to  Cook.  An  ex- 
hibition of  the  record  upon  which  it  was  founded  would  show- 
it  to  be  worthless.  There  was  no  ground,  therefore,  for  in- 
voking the  equitable  aid  of  the  court  The  plaintiff  had  an 
ample  remedy;  or,  rather,  was  not  in  want  of  any  equitable 
remedy,  and  judgment  should  have  been  given  for  all  the  de- 
fendants. 

This  view  of  the  case  dispenses  with  the  necessity  of  conside^ 
ing  the  question  raised  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  statement  upon 
which  the  judgment  was  entered  by  confession.  But  I  agree 
that  the  statement  did  not  come  up  to  the  I'equirement  of  the 
statute ;  and  I  agree,  also,  that  even  if  the  answer  would  be  re- 
garded as  admitting  the  existence  of  a  valid  judgment,  that  tbe 
plaintiff,  haviug  shown  the  fact  to  be  otherwise,  is  bound  by  it 
If  the  dcfoudaiit  means  to  rely  upon  any  £ict  as  a  defence,  he 
must  set  it  up  in  his  answer,  that  the  plaintiff  may  be  duly  noti- 
fied, and  come  prepared  to  meet  it;  but  if  the  fact  is  shown  by 
the  plaintiff  himself,  this  reason  does  not  apply,  and  it  does  not 
lie  with  him  to  object  afler  he  has  shown  the  court  that  he  has 
no  cause  of  action.  The  rule  upon  this  subject  is  stated  by  the 
master  of  the  rolls,  Sir  John  Leach,  in  Stanley  v.  Bobinson,  (2 
Mylne  &  Craig,  627) :  "  The  distinction  is  this : — a  defendant  is 
not  2:)ermitted  to  avail  himself  of  a  defence  which  appears  only 
upon  his  evidcuce,  and  was  not  stated  in  his  answer,  so  that  the 
plaintiff  could  be  ])rcpared  to  repel  it  But  if  it  appears,  upon 
the  plaintifTs  own  case,  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  leliel 
prayed,  the  court  will  not  assist  him." 

But  I  do  not  agree  that  Cook  could  avail  himself  of  the  insuf- 
ficicDcy  of  the  statement  It  was  an  objection  available  to 
Cook's  creditors^  or  to  a  subsequent  purchaser,  but  as  against 
Cook,  the  party  who  swore  to  the  statement  with  the  design  and 
object  that  a  judgncnt  u])on  his  confession  should  be  entered  iu 
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favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  judgment  is  conclusive  and  valid. 
Beehnan  v.  Kirk^  15  How.  221 ;  Griffen  v.  Mitchdl,  2  Cow.  548 ; 
Moody  V.  Townsend^  3  Abbott,  875,  and  note;  Neusbaum  v. 
Keim,  1  Hilton,  520;  Kendall  v.  Hodgkins,  7  Abbott,  809, 
Cliappdl  V.  Chappell^  2  Keruan,  215 ;  Dunfiam  v.  Waterman,  17 
N.  Y.  R  9. 

Judgment  in  £Bivor  of  the  defendants  Sherwood  affirmed,  with 
costs,  and  the  judgment  in  &vor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  de- 
fendant Cook,  reversed,  without  costs. 


George  W.  Palmer  v.  Charles  Moeller. 

Leave  to  go  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  an  action  oommenoed  in  a  district  courts 
will  not  be  granted,  where  the  question  decided  by  this  court  rehitCH  ouly  to  the 
practice  in  those  courts  under  the  provi:iIon8  of  the  District  Court  Act,  and  a 
case  involving  the  same  question  has  been  previously  pcmutted  to  be  taken  to 
the  Court  of  Appeals. 

Eg  hdd  in  a  case  where,  upon  appeal,  the  judp^ent  was  reversed,  because  the  ac- 
tion was  commenced  by  a  non-resident  pkintiff  by  long  summons,  and  without 
giving  security  fbr  the  defendant's  costs. 

Motion  for  leave  to  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  from  a 
judgment  of  this  court  at  general  term,  reversing  a  judgment  of 
a  district  court 

Elijah  B.  HohneSj  for  the  motion. 

H.  C.  Place^  opposed. 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — This  action  was  commenced  by  a 
non-resident  plaintiff,  bj  long  summons,  and  without  giving  the 
Becurity  required  by  the  "Act  relative  to  the  district  courts," 
passed  in  April,  1857.  At  the  trial,  upon  these  facts  appcaringi 
the  defer.dant  asked  that  the  action  be  dismissed,  (see  Act,  sec.  45), 
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which  the  justice  refused.  We  held  this  to  be  error,  and  there- 
fore reversed  the  judgment  The  respondent  now  asks  for  leave 
to  go  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  that  he  maj  have  our  decision 
upon  this  question  reviewed. 

We  have  already  permitted  a  cose  involving  this  precise  point 
to  be  taken  to  that  court,  and  as  the  question  is  mainly  one  oi 
practice  in  justices'  courts  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  referred 
to,  not  involving  the  merits  of  an  action,  and  in  that  point  ot 
view  cannot  be  said  to  affect  any  substantial  right  of  a  party,  we 
do  not  feel  disposed  to  multiply  cases  on  the  subject  in  the  Court 
of  Appeals. 

For  this  reason  the  application  is  refused. 

Motion  denied. 


BicuARD  B.  CoNKLix  V.  Jacob  A.  Stamleb. 

The  account  books  of  a  party  cauuot  bo  used  as  evidouce  of  the  sale  and  deUvery 
of  goods  charged  ihoreiii,  without  proviously  allowing  that  some  of  the  articles 
charged  have  been  ilclivcrcd ;  that  ho  kept  no  clerk,  and  that  othera  dealing  with 
him  have  settled  their  accounts  by  his  books,  and  found  thcni  accurate. 

The  origin  of  this  rule  of  evidence  explained. 

It  seeins  that  it  arose  from  necessity,  and  owes  its  origin  to  the  fact  that,  formerk. 
a  party  could  not  b"  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf;  and  as  the  reaaou  for  it  has  now 
been  obviated,  by  i)erniittiDg  parties  to  be  examined,  the  rule  no  longer  exists. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  in  the  Fourth  District 
Court  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff*.  The  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover for  goods  solil  and  delivered.  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  butcher,  and  kept  no  clerk.  At  the  trial  he  produced  an 
account  book,  containing  charges  against  the  defendant,  and  tAVO 
witnesses  were  examined  who  testified  that  they  had  dealt  with 
him,  had  settled  their  accounts  by  a  book  similar  to  the  one  pro- 
duced, and  they  had  found  it  correct.  It  was  not  shown  that  the 
defendant  hid  ever  dealt  with  him,  or  that  any  one  of  the  articles 
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charged  against  him  had  been  delivered  or  that  the  book  pro- 
duced was  his  account  book  with  his  customers.  Judgment  hav- 
ing been  given  for  the  amount  ckiined,  the  defendant  appealed. 

&  V.  Loomis^  for  the  appellant 

R,  Chsman,  for  the  respondent 

Brady,  J. — The  only  proof  made  in  the  court  below  was,  that 
the  plaintiff  had  no  clerk  or  bookkeeper,  and  that  persons  deal- 
ing with  him  had  settled  with  him  by  his  books.  There  is  no 
evidence,  either,  that  the  defendant  dealt  with  him,  or  of  the  de- 
livery of  any  one  of  the  articles  named  in  the  bill  of  items.  The 
courts  have  required,  in  similar  cases,  that  a  foundation  should 
be  laid  for  the  introduction  of  this  kind  of  evidencCi  which  con- 
sists cf  proof,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  clerk,  that  some  of  the 
articles  charged  have  been  delivered,  that  the  books  produced 
are  the  account  books  of  the  party,  and  that  he  keeps  fair  and 
honest  accounts;  and  this  by  those  who  have  dealt  and  set- 
tled with  him.  Voahurgh  v.  Thayer^  12  Johns.  461 ;  Dumell 
V.  Sutherland,  11  Wendell,  568.  The  admissibility  of  the  books, 
on  such  proof,  is  put  upon  the  ground  of  necessity,  arising 
from  the  former  incompetency  of  the  claimant  to  be  a  witness 
in  his  own  behalf.  The  reason  of  the  rule  seems  to  have 
been  destroyed  by  the  act  of  the  legislature  authorizing  the  ex- 
amination of  parties  in  their  own  behalf;  but  however  that  may 
be,  the  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  sufficient  to 
make  the  book  produced  evidence,  and  the  judgment  must  be 
reversed.  There  was  neither  evidence  that  the  defendant  dealt 
with  the  plaintiff,  nor  of  the  delivery  of  any  of  the  articles, 

Daly,  First  Judge.— In  Morrill  v.  WhiUliead  (4  E.  D.  Smith, 
239,)  it  was  proved  tbat  the  books  produced  were  the  account 
books  of  the  party ;  that  he  had  no  clerk,  and  that  he  kept  fair 
and  honest  accounts ;  but,  as  there  was  no  proof  that  any  one  ot 
the  services  entered  in  the  book  had  been  actually  rendered|  we 
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Teversed  the  judgment.  This  is  the  first  case,  in  this  state,  tliat 
has  gone,  I  think,  that  length,  or  in  which  it  was  distinctly  de- 
termined that  some  of  the  articles  or  services  charged  in  the  ac- 
count must  be  shown  to  have  been  actually-  delivered  or  ren- 
dered ;  though  it  has  been  frequently  intimated  that  that  proof 
was  essential  before  the  books  could  be  received  or  used  in  en- 
dence.  Voshurfjh  v.  Thayer^  12  Johns.  461 ;  Sickles  v.  Jfather, 
20  Wend.  76 ;  Foster  v.  Colema)},  1  E.  D.  Smith,  86.  The  de- 
cision in  Morrill  v.  Wfiitdiead  is  decisive  of  the  present  case,  as 
the  only  proof  before  the  justice  here  was  that  the  plaintiff  had 
no  derk,  and  that  persons  who  had  dealt  with  him,  and  had  set- 
tled by  his  books,  had  found  them  to  be  correct. 

But  even  if  this  proof  had  been  supplied,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
it  would  not  now  be  sufficient  to  authorize  a  judgment  The 
practice  of  allowing  the  party's  books  of  account  to  be  received 
as  sufficient  evidence  of  the  existence  of  the  debt,  which  was 
contrary  to  the  English  rule,  (3  Bl.  Com.  868  ;  Marriaje  v.  Law- 
rence,  3  B.  &  Aid.  142),  came  into  use  in  this  state,  and  in  New 
Jersey,  with  the  early  Dutch  colonists,  in  whose  courts  mer- 
chants and  traders  were  always  allowed  to  exhibit  their  books  of 
accounts,  where  it  was  acknowledged  or  proved  that  there  had 
been  a  dealing  between  the  particc^,  provided  the  books  had  been 
regularly  kept,  with  the  proper  distinction  of  persons,  things, 
3'ear,  month,  and  day.  Full  faith  and  credit  were  then  given  to 
them,  especially  when  they  were  stnMigthened  by  the  oath  of  the 
party,  or  where  the  creditor  was  dead.  See  "  Account  of  the 
Dutch  Tribunals  of  New  York,"  in  Introduction  to  1  E.  D.  Smith's 
R.  XXX.  And  the  practice  long  established  in  the  eastern  states, 
of  receiving  such  books  as  evidence,  is  presumed  to  have  been 
introduced  by  the  English  colonists  from  Holland  who  settled 
New  England.  Per  Braixard,  J.,  in  Jieach  v.  i/i7&,  6  Conn. 
B.496. 

In  the  Dutch  colonial  courts,  the  parties  appeared  before  the 
court  and  made  their  own  statement ;  and  if  they  differed  as  to 
a  fact  which  the  court  thought  material,  either  party  might  be 
put  to  his  oath,  so  that  the  objection  made  to  this  8i>eoics  of  cvi- 
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dence,  was,  in  these  tribunals,  of  less  force,  as  the  party  who 
made  the  entries  could  be  interrogated  in  respect  to  the  truth  or 
correctness  of  each  item.  In  New  England  they  very  wisely  re- 
tained the  feature  of  the  supplementary  oath  of  the  party  sub- 
stantiating the  truth  of  the  entries  in  connection  with  the  practice 
of  allowing  such  books  as  evidence,  and  where  the  matter  is  not 
regulated  by  statute,  which  is  the  case  in  Maine  and  Rhode  Isl- 
and, long  usage  has  established  that  the  books  of  account  must 
be  supported  by  the  oath  of  the  party.  3  Griffith's  Law  Reg. 
1005;  id.  116;  3  U.  S.  I^aw  Intelligencer,  227. 

In  Case  v.  Potter^  (8  Johns.  211),  the  practice  of  allowing  the 
entries  of  the  parties,  made  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  to  be 
received  as  evidence,  was  recognized  as  a  usage  established  in 
the  courts  of  this  state.  It  was  declared  to  be  contrary  to  the 
course  of  the  common  law,  a  circumstance  that  greatly  embar- 
rassed the  court)  finding,  as  they  expressed  it^  that  the  usage 
had  crept  in,  and  that  it  was  difficult  or  impossible,  in  many 
cases,  to  give  proof  of  a  sale  and  delivery.  They  adverted  to 
the  custom,  in  other  countries,  of  requiring,  in  respect  to  such 
evidence,  the  supplementary  oath  of  the  party  to  give  it  full 
effect)  but  declared  that  they  had  no  authority  to  require  or  ad- 
mit the  oath  of  the  party  ;  and,  instead  of  doing  one  thing  or 
the  other,  either  repudiating  the  practice  as  contrary  to  the  com* 
mon  law,  or  else  holding  that  it  had  been  the  law  from  the  early 
settlement  of  the  colony,  and  was  therefore  not  affected  by  the 
provision  of  the  constitution,  retaining  such  parts  of  common  law 
as  formed  the  law  of  the  colony  before  the  battle  of  Ixjxington, 
they  simply  said  that  if  this  mode  of  proof  was  to  be  tolerated, 
the  party's  books  could  not  be  used  to  prove  charges  for  cash  lent 
This  was  leaving  the  whole  question  unsettled,  and  consequently 
it  speedily  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  again  in  Vosburgh  v. 
Thayer^  (12  Johns.  465),  when  the  court  divided.  Platt,  J., 
delivered  a  long  opinion,  declaring  that  it  was  repugnant  to  the 
common  law.  lie  condemned  the  courts  of  New  England  and 
the  state  of  Pennsylvania  for  adopting  a  rule  of  the  civil  law  in- 
stead of  the  English  rule;  declared  that  by  our  law  a  party 


426  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 


Conklin  y.  SUmler. 


could  not  be  allowed  to  swear  to  his  accounts ;  that  the  mle^ 
even  with  that  qualification  or  condition,  woidd  be  no  security 
against  false  accounts,  and  predicted  that  the  recognition  of  such 
a  practice,  upon  the  plea  of  necessity,  would  be  followed  by 
most  mischievous  consequences. 

But  the  other  members  of  the  court,  in  an  opinion  per  cunam, 
thought  that  the  usage  and  the  necessity  of  admitting  such  proof 
had  been  too  long  sanctioned  and  felt  in  our  courts,  and  that  it 
was  then  too  late  to  question  its  admissibility ;  but  instead  of 
simj^ly  recognizing  the  practice  as  it  had  prevailed  in  the  Dutca 
tribunals,  and  declaring  that  the  party  should  or  could  be  ex- 
amined under  oath  as  to  the  truth  or  correctness  of  the  entries 
made  by  him,  they  devised,  as  a  test  and  safeguard,  the  special 
preliminary  proof  which  has  since  been  required  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  admission  of  the  books,  influenced,  no  doubt^ 
by  what  was  said  by  the  whole  court  in  the  former  case,  and 
what  was  strongly  insisted  upon  by  Judge  Platt  in  his  digest- 
ing opinion,  that  they  had  no  authority  to  require,  and  could  not 
admit,  a  party  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness. 

The  exaniitiation  of  these  cases  will  show  that  the  court  had 
no  very  clear  conception  of  the  nature  of  the  question  before 
them,  wliich  was  simply  whether  this  practice  was  the  law  oi 
the  colony  before  the  revolution  ;  for  if,  oy  long  usage  and  gen- 
eral adoption,  it  had,  before  that  event,  become  the  recognized 
mode  of  proving  facts  in  certain  cases,  then  it  was  the  law  of  the 
colony,  instead  of  the  opposite  English  rule,  which,  being  repug- 
nant, was  not  in  force  at  the  breaking  out  of  the  revolution,  and 
was,  cons(.'quently,  not  embraced  in  the  retaining  clause  of  the 
Constitution.  If  they  had  known,  which  they  probably  did  not 
know,  that  the  rule  which  they  found  in  use  had  existed  from 
the  time  of  the  Dutcli,  and  had  been  in  practical  operation  for 
more  than  one  hundred  years,  tliey  would  have  found  an  easy 
solution  of  tlje  difficulty  b}'  simply  declaring,  as  the  New  Eng 
land  courts  had  done,  that  it  had  been  in  use  from  tbe  earliest 
period  of  the  colony,  and  had  thus  grown  into  a  common  law 
by  general  acquiescence  and  long  established  usage.     This  con- 
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elusion  would  have  relieved  tliem  from  all  difficultv  in  respect 
to  the  feature  by  which  the  supplementary  oath  or  examination 
of  the  party  as  to  the  truth  of  the  entries  might  be  required,  for 
as  it  formed  just  as  much  a  part  of  this  course  of  procedure  as 
any  other,  and  rested  upon  the  same  general  authority — ^long 
settled  usage — ^they  had  nothing  to  do  but  to  recognize  the 
whole. 

But  instead  of  doing  this,  they  looked  into  the  English  books 
and  found  that  Lord  Holt  had  said  twice,  at  Nisi  Pt^ius^  {Pitman 
Y.  Madox,  Holt,  298,  and  Price  v.  The  Earl  of  Torrington,  1  Salk. 
285),  '*  that  a  tradesman's  shop  book  was  not  of  itself  evidence, 
without  something  more,  and  they  undertook  to  supply  what 
that  *  something  more '  should  be."  It  was  the  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law  that  the  party  to  the  record  could  not  be  a  witness,  and 
Blackstonc  had  declared  (8  Com.  868)  that  the  practice  abroad 
of  allowing  a  merchant's  books,  with  his  supplementary  oath,  to 
amount  at  all  times  to  full  proof,  was  a  distortion  of  the  civil 
law ;  in  which,  it  may  be  remarked,  he  was  mistaken ;  for  to 
make  the  books  sufficient  evidence,  in  countries  where  the  civil 
law  prevails,  something  more  than  the  supplementary  oath  of 
the  party  is  requisite.  Domat,  part  1,  b.  3,  §  2,  art.  9  ;  Mej'cr's 
Institutiones  Judiciaries,  c.  14,  p.  387 ;  Cod.  4,  19,  5,  7  ;  Code 
Civil,  L.  3,  T.  3,  §  5,  art.  1367.  The  judges,  no  doubt,  concluded 
from  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  and  from  Blackstone's  inter- 
pretation of  the  civil  law,  that  the  oath  or  examination  of  the 
party  in  substantiation  of  the  entries  could  not  bo  allowed.  But 
feeling  the  imperative  necessity  of  permitting,  in  certain  cases, 
the  books,  when  kept  by  the  party,  to  be  used  as  instruments  of 
evidence,  or  rather  the  injustice  and  absurdity  of  not  allowing 
them  to  be  taken  into  consideration  at  all,  they  evidently  thought 
that  the  usage  which  they  found  existing  might  be  recognized, 
and  the  requirement  of  Lord  Holt  satisfied  by  the  preliminary 
proofs  which  they  devised  and  required  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  giving  the  books  in  evidence.  New  Jersey  and  Georgia  ap- 
pear to  be  the  only  states  that  have  imitated  the  example  of  New 
York.     In  fourteen  of  the  states,  either  by  statute  or  by  the  re- 
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cognition  of  the  courts,  the  oath  of  the  party  is  required  in  cot- 
roboration  of  the  entries,  while  in  five  of  the  states  the  books 
are  not  allowed  to  be  given  in  evidence  at  alL  NisUy  v.  Holmes^ 
3  Ala.  642  ;  De  Camp  v.  Vandegroji,  4  IMackf.  272 ;  and  cases 
collected  in  note  201,  8  Cowen  &  Hill's  Notes  to  Phillipps'  Ev., 
3d  cd.,  297,  and  in  note  to  1  Greenleaf  s  Ev.,  §  117. 

But  the  important  change  recently  made  in  the  law  of  this 
state,  by  which  a  party  may  testify  the  same  as  any  other  wit- 
ness, has  obviated  the  difficulty  that  was  supposed  to  exist  when 
the  rule  above  referred  to  was  recognized,  and  there  is  now  no  oc 
casion  for  resorting  to  the  books  unless  it  may  be  to  refresh  the 
party's  memory  as  to  the  items,  or  in  cases  where  there  is  a  fail- 
ure of  recollection.  In  the  latter  case,  the  books,  if  they  oon- 
tiin  the  original  entries  of  the  transaction,  would  still,  I  appre- 
hend, be  evidence  within  the  rule  recognized  in  Merrill  v.  Ilhacd 
tt  Osu-iyo  Railroad  Go,,  (16  Wend.  586) ;  that  is,  if  the  party  who 
made  tlie  entries  has  entirely  forgi^tten  the  facts  which  he  re- 
corded, but  can  swear  that  he  would  not  have  entered  thera  if 
he  had  not  known  them  at  tlie  time  to  be  true,  and  that  he  be- 
lieves them  to  be  correct.  But  I  agree  with  Judge  Brady  that 
tlic  'hooks,  except  in  the  cases  above  put,  can  no  longer  be  re- 
ceived iLS  suflicient  evidence  of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  goods, 
or  of  the  performance  of  services,  by  merely  proving  the  pre- 
liminary facts,  which,  heretofore,  made  them  sufficient  evidence; 
but  that  the  jvirty,  if  he  have  no  other  means  of  establishing 
the  facts,  must  go  upon  the  stand  as  a  witness,  resorting  to  his 
books  onlv  where  it  is  necossarv  to  refresh  his  memorv  as  to  the 

m/  ^  f 

items,  or  where,  from  a  failure  of  recollection,  he  is  compelled  to 
rely  upon  them  alone,  and  can  swear  to  what  is  required  to  war- 
rant their  introduction,  as  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  the  tribu- 
nal that  is  to  pass  upon  the  facta 

Judgment  reversed. 
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George  Lambebt  v.  George  Seelt. 

If  a  defeDdaot,  after  moviDg  for  a  non-suit  at  the  trial,  upon  tlio  gppound  that  the  eri- 
dcnce  is  iusufBcicnt  to  Juatifj  anj  reccTorT*,  supplies  the  proof,  the  want  of  whidi 
formed  the  basis  of  the  motion,  it  will  be  no  grround  for  reversing  the  judgment  on 
oppcal,  that  the  proper  evidence  was  not  before  the  court  at  the  moment  tlie  non- 
miit  was  ask.d. 

In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  it  is  necessarjr  to  a  recovery,  that  the  price 
or  TShie  of  tho  goods  should  be  shown. 

A  receipt  upon  a  bill  of  goods  sold,  is  condusiye  evidence  of  pajment,  unless  con- 
tradicted  or  explained. 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  the 
Fourth  District  Court  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  The  facts  suffi- 
ciently appear  in  the  opinion. 

Solomon  L.  IIuU^  for  the  appellant 

Francis  Byme^  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — ^The  plaintiff  sued  to  recover  the 
value  of  certain  picture  frames,  alleged  to  have  been  sold  and 
delivered  by  him  to  the  defendant.  Upon  the  trial  the  plaintiff 
was  sworn  and  examined  as  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  and  then 
rested  his  case.  His  testimony,  in  substance,  was,  that  he  sold 
the  frames  to  the  defendant,  who  called  at  his  store  and  ordered 
them  in  May,  1856 ;  that  the  articles  were  sent  from  his  store, 
to  be  delivered  at  tho  defendant's  house  by  one  of  his  clerks,  he 
could  not  tell  which,  nor  did  he  know  of  all  being  sent ;  and  as 
to  whether  they  wore  actually  delivered  or  not  he  did  not  know — 
he  did  not  see  them  delivered.  In  August,  1856,  he  had  a  clerk 
in  his  employ  named  Hatch,  who  was  in  the  habit  of  selling 
goods  for  him  and  receipting  bills,  and  had  authority  from  him 
to  do  so.  A  receipted  bill  of  the  goods  in  question  was  then 
produced,  signed  by  Hatch  for  the  plaintiff,  and  which  the  plain- 
tiff swore  was  in  Hatch's  handwriting.    Upon  this  testimony, 
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and  without  any  proof  whatever  as  to  the  value  of  the  goods 
thus  soW,  the  plaintiflF  rested  his  case,  whereupon  the  defendant 
moved  for  a  non-suit,  which  the  justice  denied.  The  defendant 
excepted,  and  then  offered  evidence  on  his  part.  The  justice 
subsequently  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant 
appeals,  stating  as  one  of  his  grounds  of  appeal,  that  the  justice 
erred  in  refusing  the  non-suit 

TiiC  decision  of  the  justice  upon  this  motion  was  clearly  erro- 
neous, and  his  judgment  must  be  reversed.  The  plaintifl''s  tes- 
timony showed  no  cause  of  action  whatever  against  the  defendant 
Apart  from  the  receipt,  which,  unexplained  or  uncontradicted, 
was  conclusive  against  his  recovery,  (1  Greenleaf 's  Evid.,  sea 
800,)  it  did  not  appear  that  the  goods  were  ever  delivered,  nor 
what,  if  anjrthing,  was  their  value. 

A  plainer  case  for  a  non-suit  could  scarcely  be  conceived. 

I  am  aware  of  the  well  settled  rule  that,  if  a  defendant,  afler 
a  motion  for  non-suit,  himself  supplies  the  evidence,  the  want  of 
which  formed  the  ground  for  the  motion,  the  judgment  will  not 
be  reversed,  on  appeal,  because  the  proper  evidence  was  not  be- 
fore the  coTirt  at  the  moment  the  non-suit  was  asked.  {Schentc- 
lady  and  Saratoga  Plank  Rmd  Co.  v.  Thatcher^  1  Keman,  102 ; 
Ilyland  v.  Sherman,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  234.)  Here  the  defendant 
did  not  supply  the  omission.  It  is  true,  he  stated  that  a  part  of 
the  frames  were  delivered,  and  only  denied  the  receipt  of  one  of 
those  charged  against  him.  But  he  furnished  no  evidence  of  the 
value  of  those  he  admitted  the  receipt  o^  beyond  describing  them 
by  the  prices  stated  in  the  receipt  produced. 

Besides,  it  appeared  that  they  were  purchased  by  him  from  a 
Mr.  Westbrook,  who  was  at  the  time  in  business  with  the  plain- 
tiff, upon  the  distinct  agreement  that  the  price  should  be  credited 
on  a  note  of  Westbrook's,  then  held  by  the  defendant  The 
plaintiff  knew  of  this  agreement  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and 
assented  to  it;  under  it  the  frames  were  delivered,  and  after- 
wards, on  Westbrook  delivering  to  the  defendant  the  receipt  re- 
ferred to,  the  amount  charged  was  credited  on  the  note. 

Under  what  circumstances  the  receipt  was  obtained  by  Wes^ 
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brook,  does  not  appear,  beyond  his  statement  that  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  furnish  the  frames  on  his,  Westbrook's,  account. 
Whether  he  paid  Hatch  in  money,  or  in  what  manner  the  bill 
was  settled,  is  not  shown,  although  the  plaintiff  might  have  fur- 
nished the  information  had  he  chosen  to  have  done  so.  His  si- 
lence upon  this  subject  affords  a  strong  presumption  against  his 
present  claim,  and,  taken  in  connection  with  the  positive  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  respecting  the  agreement,  and  the 
receipt  which  throughout  was  uncontradicted  either  by  the  plain- 
tiff denying  the  authority  of  Hatch  to  give  it  in  his  name,  or 
that  he  received  anything  for  it,  satisfies  me  that  the  finding  of 
the  justice  was  not  only  unsupported  by  the  evidence,  but  was 
contrary  to  it,  and  should  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Alice  Morgan  v.  Anna  Andriot. 

A  marriod  woman  caDnot  ooDtract  so  as  to  bind  herself  generally,  and  her  general 
peraonal  engagements  will  not  operate  eo  as  to  bind  her  separate  estate. 

Tlie  laws  relating  to  married  women,  passed  in  1848  aud  1849,  have  not  removed 
tliis  general  disability  to  contract 

It  teems,  the  husband  of  a  woman  engaged  in  business  is  liable  for  debts  or  obliga- 
tions contracted  or  incurred  by  her  with  his  assent,  either  express  or  implied. 

A  claim  for  damages  arising  out  of  a  violation  of  a  contract  made  by  a  married  woman, 
granting  the  use  of  a  thing  attached  to  a  freehold,  possesses  none  of  the  elements 
neoeasaiy  to  obtain  relief  against  her  separate  estate.    Per  Bradt,  J. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  First  District  C!ourt  awarding 
the  plaintiff  $16  damages,  >vith  costs.  The  defendant  appealed. 
The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Joshua  M  Van  Coil  and  Nicholas  P.  O^Brien^  for  the  appellant 

Peler  Y.  Cutler,  for  the  respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Brady,  J. — The  defendant  rented  to  the  plain* 
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tiff  the  second  floor  of  the  premises  504  Broadway,  and  agreed 
that  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  use  of  the  gas  fixtures  on  that 
floor,  for  the  purpose  of  burniog  gas  to  light  the  same.  At  the 
time  tlie  lease  was  made,  and  at  the  time  the  agreement  wft> 
made,  assuming  them  to  be  independent  of  each  other,  the  de- 
fendant was  a  married  woman,  but  doing  business  in  her  owu 
name,  as  a  fane  sole,  at  504  Broadway.  The  renting  seems  to 
have  been  the  renewal  of  a  hiring  which  had  ended  on  the  Ist 
of  May  1857,  and  there  is  testimony  tending  to  prove  that  the 
agreement  for  the  gas  was  subsequent  to  the  hiring.  The  plain* 
tiff  so  alleges,  and  it  may,  for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal,  be 
assumed  to  be  true.  In  October  following  (1857,)  the  drfendant 
caused  the  gas  pipes  connecting  with  the  fixtures  in  plaintiff*! 
apartments  to  be  cut  off  or  disconnected,  and  for  the  damages 
occasioned  there!)}',  that  act  being  in  violation  of  the  agreement 
thereto  relating,  the  plaintiff  brought  her  action  in  the  court  be- 
low. It  also  api^eared  that  the  husband  of  the  defendant  had, 
in  1856,  absconded  or  run  away,  and  had  not  returned  at  the 
time  of  the  trial.  The  first  question  presented  on  these  facts  is, 
whether  an  action  could  be  maintained  against  the  defendant  for 
the  cause  alleged.  I  think  not.  A  married  woman,  at  law,  has 
no  power  to  contract  so  as  to  bind  herself  generally,  {Jackson 
V.  Vanderheyrlen,  17  Johns.  Hep.  167;  Birdseye  v.  Flinty  S  Barb. 
S.  C.  B.  500 ;  Vanderheyden  v.  ifallory,  1  Com.  462),  and  courts 
of  equity,  in  conformity  with  this  i^rinciple,  hold  that  ber  gene- 
ral personal  engagements  will  not  affect  her  separate  property. 
The  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  relative  to  married  women,  have  not 
removed  their  disability  to  make  contract**,  or  changed  the  rules 
of  law  in  regard  to  them  in  that  respect  Cobine  v.  *9f.  Johjif 
12  How.  Pr.  R.  833  ;  Coon  v.  Brook,  21  Barb.  546 ;  Yale  v.  /fc- 
cferer,  21  Barb.  286;  Bouillter  v.  Wemicki,  8  E.  D.  Smith,  810. 
The  fact  that  a  married  woman  is  doing  business  on  her  own 
account  apparently,  and  with  her  own  estate,  does  not  alter 
the  rule,  although  courts  of  equity  might  enforce  any  debt  con- 
tracted for  the  benefit  of  her  estate,  which  was  intended  to  be 
a  charge  upon  it    Tlic  husband  would  be  liable  for  any  debt 
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contracted  or  obligation  incurred  with  his  assent,  express  or  im- 
plied, {Yates  V.  BroweVy  5  Selden,  205),  and  would  bo  responsible 
for  her  business  engagements  made  under  such  circumstances. 
In  England,  by  a  particular  custom  of  the  city  of  London,  a 
married  woman  is  enabled  to  carry  on  trade  as  a  feme  sole  mer- 
chant The  trade  must,  however,  be  carried  on  within  the  citj", 
and  for  the  wife's  sole  account  If  the  husband  meddle  with  it, 
he  will  not  be  protected  by  the  custom.  2  Bright  on  Husband 
and  Wife,  76,  77.  It  seems  also  to  be  the  rule  in  England,  that 
when  the  husband  is  an  alien  enemy  the  exception  does  not 
apply,  nor  where  he  is  banished  for  life.  The  cases  on  this  sub- 
iect  will  be  found  in  2  Bright  on  Husband  and  Wife,  70,  72,  73. 
The  case  o£  Begget  v.  Frier  (11  East  301,)  is,  however,  in  point 
The  action  was  trespass,  and  it  appeared  that  the  husband  came 
to  this  country  in  1805,  leaving  his  wife  destitute;  that  the 
plaintiff  had  lived  separate  from  him  since  that  time,  and  had 
made  contracts,  and  for  her  support  had  carried  on  trade  as  a 
feme  sole.  The  court  held  that  she  could  not  maintain  the  ac- 
tion,   Marshall  v.  Button^  8  Term  Rep.  545. 

In  this  case  the  defendant  is  not  charged  with  any  debt  con- 
tracted with  reference  to  her  business,  or  for  the  benefit  of  her 
estate.  It  is  for  damages  occasioned  by  the  violation  of  a  con- 
tract granting  th  cm  cf  a  thing  attached  to  a  freehold,  and  the 
claim  does  not  pres  n:  nn  <  f  the  elements  necessary  to  obtain 
relief  against  the  estate  of  the  defendant,  if  the  action  had  been 
brought  for  that  purpose.  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  case 
in  this  state  where,  under  circumstances  like  those  disclosed 
here,  a  married  woman  has  been  hold  liable  sued  alone,  and 
I  think  he  judgment  of  the  justice  cannot  be  sustained  on 
precedent  or  authority.  If  a  contract  be  made  with  a  marriei 
woman,  the  contracting  party  takes  it  subject  to  the  legal  dis- 
abilities, and  must  rely  either  upon  her  separate  estate  and  the- 
fiict8  necessary  to  charge  it,  or  t!ie  liability  of  the  husband^ 
founded  upon  his  supposjd  aasent 

Judgment  reversed. 

Vol.  n.  28 
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Frederick  Grimm  v,  Deiderick  Hamel. 

Anj  person  preaont  in  court,  and  hearing  the  ovidence  of  a  witness  on  a  trial  is » 
com])etODt  afterwards  to  testify  in  respect  to  what  the  witness  said  as  the  jodge 
who  presided. 

A  judpro's  minutes  of  testimony  taken  upon  a  trial  are  not  evidence  per  se ;  and  vben 
produced  can  only  be  resorted  to  as  memoranda  to  refresh  his  memory. 

Jl  seeni9^  where  improper  testimony  is  admitted  under  objection,  and  the  party  ob* 
jecting  ailer^v'ards  introduces  proof  of  the  fame  state  of  facts^  the  objection  ii 
thereby  waived. 

A  party  is  not  required  to  produce  papers  at  the  trial  unless  previous  notice  bu 
been  friven  him  reqiu'ring  their  production ;  and  the  fiict  that  he  has  the  papen 
in  court  does  not  operate  to  dispense  with  the  noticOi  unless  the  nature  cf  tbe 
case  apprises  him  that  they  will  be  necessary  on  the  trial 

The  object  of  the  notice  is  not  only  to  obtain  the  papers  or  lay  the  foundatioa  ft 
secondary  evidence  of  tlieir  contents,  but  also  to  give  the  party  notified  u  op- 
portunity to  procure  testimony  to  support  or  impeach  them,  or  to  show  that  &o 
sudi  papers  as  those  called  for  ever  existed. 

Tlie  proceedings  and  judgment  of  a  justice,  though  not  technic;^  .7  a  record,  yet  the 
material  facts  being  in  writing  must  be  produced,  and  parol  evideuoe  ought  net 
to  be  admitted  rcsi)ecting  them. 

The  nature  of  an  action  in  the  Marine  Court,  or  in  a  justice^s  court,  or  tbe  judgment 
rendered  therein,  cannot  be  proven  by  parol 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Seventh  District  Court  The 
appeal  rested  upon  exceptions  by  the  defendant  to  evidence  ad 
mitted  or  rejected  at  the  trial,  and  which  are  fully  set  out  in  the 
opinion.  Judgment  having  been  given  in  fiivor  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  defendant  appealed. 

■ 

Samud  Jones  and  Oeorge  Oarpenier,  for  the  appellant. 
I 

Shaffer,  Garvin  A  Dodge,  for  the  respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — The  complaint  in  the  court  below 
alleged  an  indebtedness  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  in  $250| 
for  moneys  paid  at  the  defendant's  request,  and  also  for  moiiejs 
lent  and  advanced,  and  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  bira.    lie 
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answer  was  a  general  denial,  and  in  addition  claimed  a  set-off  to 
the  amount  of  $250  for  work,  labor  and  services.  Upon  the 
issue  thus  presented  a  trial  was  had,  and  the  justice  gave  judg« 
ment  for  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  appeals,  and  the  grounds 
of  the  appeal  consist  of  exceptions  taken  at  the  trial  to  the  ad- 
mission and  rejection  of  evidence  by  the  justice,  and  these  ex- 
ceptions I  propose  to  examine  in  the  order  in  wldch  they  appear 
upon  the  return. 

1.  Thomas  Egan,  a  witness  produced  by  the  plaintiff,  testified 
that  on  a  trial  in  an  action  in  the  Marine  C!ourt,  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action  against  the  witness  and  others,  the  defend- 
ant was  sworn,  and  testified  to  the  state  of  the  accounts  between 
him  and  the  plaintiff.  That  he  then  and  there  heard  the  defend- 
ant testify  that  the  plaintiff  lent  him  $400,  and  that  he,  the  de- 
fendant, owed  the  plaintiff,  on  account  of  such  loan,  a  balance  of 
$190.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  the 
judge^s  minutes  of  the  testimony  should  be  produced. 

The  justice  very  properly  overruled  the  objection.  The  judge's 
minutes  would  not  be  evidence  j^er  se,  and  if  produced  could  not 
be  resorted  to  but  as  memoranda  to  refresh  the  memory  of  the 
judge  who  made  th..:n.  Green  v.  Broitm,  3  Barb.  119 ;  Green- 
leafs  Ev.  §§  436, 487 ;  Lawrence  v.  Barker,  5  Wend.  301 ;  Feeter 
V.  Heatlij  11  Wend.  477.  Any  person  who  was  present  in  court 
and  heard  the  testimony  of  the  defendant,  was  as  competent  to 
testify  in  respect  to  what  was  stated  by  him  as  the  judge  who 
tried  the  cause.     Robertson  v.  Caw,  3  Barb.  410. 

2.  On  the  cross-examination  of  the  same  witness,  Egan,  he  was 
asked  by  the  defimdant's  counsel,  ''  What  was  the  nature  of  that 
action  ?"  The  plaintiff  objected  to  this  question  upon  the  ground 
that  the  record  and  pleadings  should  be  produced.  The  justice 
sustained  the  objection,  and  in  this  I  think  he  was  also  right ; 
but  the  objection  was  obviated  by  the  subsequent  admission  of 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant^  showing  for  what  the 
action  was  Broughl. 

8.  The  defendant)  being  sworn  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf^ 
testified  that  he  paid  the  plaintiff  the  $400  originally  borrowed 
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of  him,  b3^  giving  him  a  bill  of  sale  of  a  grocery  store  in  49tli 
street.  The  defendant  then  called  upon  the  plaintiff  to  produce 
the  bill  of  sale,  or  that  he  be  allowed  to  give  parol  evidence  of 
its  contents.  The  plaintiflF denied  ever  having  any  such  paper; 
and  added,  as  a  further  objection  to  the  admission  of  such  evidence, 
that  no  notice  had  been  given  to  him  to  produce  the  |mper.  TJie 
question  was  then  put  to  the  defendant,  "  What  was  the  con- 
sideration expressed  on  that  bill  of  sale  ?''  This  was  objected 
to  by  the  plaintiff,  and  overruled  by  the  justice. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  the  statement  that  the 
plaintiff  never  had  such  a  pa})er,  dispensed  with  the  necessity  of 
giving  the  notice  to  produce  it.  I  do  not,  however,  concur  in 
this  view.  As  a  general  rule,  a  party  is  not  required  to  produce 
a  paper  unless  the  opixwitc  party  has  given  him  notice  to  pro- 
duce it,  {Waring  v.  Warren,  1  John.  340;  Greeul.  Ev.  §  ofiO), 
and  proof  that  the  adverse  party  has  the  paper  in  court,  does  not 
even  dispense  with  the  notice ;  for  the  object  of  the  notice  is  not 
only  to  procure  the  paper,  or  to  lay  the  foundation  for  the  intro- 
duction of  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents,  by  showing  tba: 
the  party  has  done  all  in  his  power  to  procure  the  original ;  but 
also  to  give  the  opposite  party  an  opportunity  to  proviJe  the 
proper  testimony  to  support  or  impeach  it,  or  to  show  tliat  bo 
such  imper  ever  existed.  Due  v.  tirat/,  1  Stark.  R.  225  ;  Jachon 
V.  Woolsey,  11  John.  453 ;  Greenl.  Ev.  §§  501,  5G2 ;  liojers  v. 
Van  Iloesen^  12  John.  221 ;   Qorham  v.  Oak^  7  Cowon,  739. 

The  form  (»f  the  pleadings  in  this  case  were  not  such  as  would 
apprise  the  plaiutiiT  that  any  paper  in  his  possession  would  l^e 
necessary  for  the  defendant  on  the  trial,  {Ilaniinond  v.  Ilopjn'njj 
1'6  Wend.  505 ;  Edwards  v.  IJoitman^  1  Sand.  S.  C.  610;,  an  J, 
indeed,  it  is  difficult  tt")  jxireeive  upon  what  view  the  evidence 
was  material  to  the  determination  of  the  issue  between  the  parties. 
The  answer  was  a  general  denial  of  indebtedness  No  allegation 
of  paynuMit  was  contained  in  it,  and  under  the  pleadings  the 
justice  might  very  properly  have  excluded  the  evidence  offered 
His  decision,  therefore,  was  right  Lut  in  addition  to  this,  it  ap- 
pears by  the  subsequent  testimony  in  the  causj  that  no  such 
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paper  ever  existed  ;  that  the  bill  of  sale  thus  spoken  of  was  no 
other  than  a  chattel  mortgage,  which  it  appeared  was  not  in  the 
defendant's  possession,  and  thus,  in  every  aspect  of  the  case,  the 
justice  very  properly  excluded  the  evidence. 

4.  The  theory  of  the  defence  at  the  trial  seemed  to  be  that  the 
plaintiff  was  paid  by  accepting  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  gix>cery  store 
referred  to,  or  else  that  he  received  from  the  defendant  a  mort- 
gage on  the  store  as  a  security  for  the  amount  loaned,  and  that 
the  action  in  the  Marine  Court  was  to  recover  the  value  of  the 
property  thus  mortgaged,  which  had  been  taken  by  the  witness 
Egan  and  others,  upon  an  execution  against  the  defendant  in 
this  action,  and  sold  as  his  property.  Egan  was  subsequently  re- 
called by  the  defendant,  to  show  the  result  of  this  trial  in  the 
Marine  Court,  and  that  the  phintiflF  recovered  therein  judgment 
for  the  value  of  the  goods  thus  taken.  To  this  it  was  objected 
that  the  record  of  the  proceedings  in  the  Marine  Court  should 
be  produced,  and  that  parol  testimony  was  incompetent  for  the 
pur|X)sc  for  which  it  was  offered. 

As  I  before  stated,  the  justice  properly  sustained  this  objection. 
In  the  language  of  the  court  in  Pdsser  v.  Broton,  (11  John.  166) : 
"Though  the  proceedings  and  judgment  before  a  justice  may 
not  be  technically  a  record,  yet  the  material  parts  arc  in  writing 
and  ought  to  be  produced.  Parol  evidence  of  such  proceedings 
are  not  the  highest  or  the  best  evidence  in  the  power  of  the 
party,  and  ought  not  therefoh.'  to  bo  admitted."  Such  also  is 
substantially  the  rule  stated  in  GreenleaPs  Evidence,  (§  513),  and 
in  addition,  it  may  be  remarked  lliut  the  evidence,  if  admitted, 
would  have  been  wholly  immatcriaK  At  most  it  would  only 
have  shown  that  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  a  judgment  in  respect 
to  projjcrty  covered  by  a  chattel  mortgage  given  to  him  as  se- 
curity for  the  payment  of  the  plaintifTs  indebtedness.  This  fact, 
if  conceded,  would  not  have  affected  the  defendant's  liability,  or 
deprived  the  plaintiff  of  his  right  of  recovery  in  tliis  action. 

Tlicre  is  no  reason  whatever  for  interfering  with  the  decision 
of  the  justice,  and  his  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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i-v..'*'':  •*./-n.  jl  :.-»•:»..:.;:  x  »i:.^  1:.l5  c-s^s  died  ^.:a  ih*  cocstr  cleriL  h  Ap 
;>Ar-  :;.i:  «:  tf.-s  :l.-;  of  :r.^  r«-.-.rf7  -A  'Jie  j-id^pirz.;  li*  defeaoAnc  wu  a  mAr 

I:  -.:.•:  :.<  j^-nv-*.-*!  •/  a  -^•^/krj.iri  ^--TiUr.  a:*i  ^hHjniir'M  are  iiic-rrt'I  by  her  in  re- 
a;^-.*.  v>  ".t,  tuf-y  can  olI/  U-  enfjrc^bi  ;l  a  oourt  of  equitr,  aj  a  crarige  agaioit  it, 

/:  t-r^/zv.,  that  j  *;^r..*.:.t.-.  1:.  r  ;jL  a.-„:u!  are  l'A  e&fcrccd  bj  executive,  but  operate 
an  a  i^-.n  -Jp-^n  ih-;  f:>?la*>r  •jharg'ri.  sLi  are  er-f^rved  as  in  rtf7#». 

Wl.'-r*-.  !j|/>ri  the  «rxamiuA»ion  of  a  pArty  on  s-ipplementarr  procee«iine9i.  it  appeAn 
lUat  \t<i  lia<)  sriid  proptrt/  which  beioiged  to  him,  Acd  re<::«ired  therefor  its  foil 
value,  ikf.y  iuf^uiry  a-t  Uj  ilie  La:i;«  of  the  pcrciiAser  is  immateriaL 

Bui  ii  U  othorwuK  wh^r-;  It  i.<)  sLowl  that  the  pnopertyhas  been  disposeif  of  for  leas 
?h.jn  ita  val'ie,  uj/jn  cor:r)it;OD  that  he  ahoold  hare  it  bock  on  repaying  the 
irrj'/i.'it  Tri-i:ivf'A  (•>r  it. 

ArPKAL  by  the  plaintifT  from  a  decision  of  a  judge  at  chain- 
1k,t^,  and  an  order  entered  thereon,  refusing  to  allow  a  certain^ 
inqniry  to  be  made  of  a  defendant,  u]x>n  her  examination  o 
procciedings  supplementary  to  execution. 

Tim  facts  arc  sufliciently  stated  in  the  opinion* 

L^'wis  IknrJi^  for  the  apiKjllant 

Ihnrij  II,  iforange^  for  the  respondent 

By  tlic  Court,  Hilton,  J. — llie  plaintiff  recovered  judgme 
in  a  justicii's  court,  and  on  filing  a  transcript  with  the  count 
clerk,  execution  was  issued  out  of  this  court  to  the 
Upon  its  return  unsatisfied,  supplementary  proceedings  were  irx- 
stituted  under  an  order  of  one  of  the  judges  of  this  court  to  esr- 
aminc  the  defiMidant  rcspcjcting  her  property.     On  her  examina- 
tion before  the  roforcL*,  it  appeared  that  at  about  the  time  of  the 
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recovery  of  the  judgment  she  was  the  owner  of  a  watch  and 
chain  of  the  value  of  $150,  but  which  she  had  since  ''  sold  for 
$50,  upon  condition  that  if  she  had  the  money  at  any  time  she 
might  take  it  back/'  Being  asked  to  whom  she  had  so  disposed 
of  the  watch  and  chain,  objection  was  interposed  to  the  question 
by  her  counsel,  and  the  referee  refused  to  allow  the  inquiry. 
[Jpon  motion  at  special  term,  this  decision  was  snstiuned,  and 
from  the  order  then  made  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

From  the  opinion  of  the  judge,  indorsed  upon  the  papers  sub- 
mitted, it  appears  that  his  decision  was  based  on  the  presumption 
that  a  question  similar  to  the  one  proposed,  had  been  previously 
passed  upon  and  disallowed  by  me ;  and  from  the  referee's  min- 
utes it  is  manifest  that  his  ruling  was  founded  upon  a  like  im- 
pression. On  reference,  however,  to  the  testimony,  it  will  be 
seen  that^  at  the  time  the  question  was  rejected  by  mc,  it  simply 
appeared  that  she  had  been  the  owner  of  a  watch,  which  she 
had  disposed  of;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  it  was  worth  any- 
thing beyond  the  amount  she  received  for  it  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, it  seemed  to  me  quite  immaterial  to  whom  she  had 
sold  it,  until  it  was  first  shown  that  she  possessed  some  valuable 
interest  in  it.  This  was  subsequently  made  to  appear ;  and  when 
the  question  was  last  put  it  was  proper,  and  would  now  be  al- 
lowed but  for  a  £a,tal  objection  to  these  proccediDgs,  which  is 
presented  to  us  by  the  defendant's  examination  submitted. 

To  the  inquiry  of  the  plaintiff's  counsel  as  to  whether  she  is  a 
married  woman,  and  if  her  husband  is  living,  she  answers  in  the 
affirmative ;  and  it  is  shown,  in  addition,  that  she  was  married 
at  the  time  the  judgment  was  recovered  against  her.  This  being 
the  fact,  (and  we  cannot  overlook  it),  the  justice  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  give  any  judgment  whatever  in  this  action  brought  be- 
fore him,  and  the  judgment  he  has  attempted  to  render  cannot 
be  enforced.  It  has  long  been  settled  that  no  personal  judgment 
can  be  given  against  a  married  woman.  If  she  is  possessed  of  a 
separate  estate,  and  obligations  are  incurred  by  her  in  respect  to 
it,  they  will  be  enforced  against  it  in  a  court  of  equity  as  a 
charge,  but  never  as  a  personal  liability.    Rogers  v.  Ludlow^  3 


440  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Wallace  y.  The  Major,  4c^  of  New  York. 

Sand.  Ch.  R  104 ;  Yak  v.  Dederer,  18  N.  Y.  Rep.  265.  In  suck 
actions  judgments  are  not  enforced  by  executions,  but  are  de- 
clared a  lien  upon  the  separate  estate  charged,  and  enforced  as 
in  rem.  Chapman  v.  Lemon,  11  How.  285  ;  Tale  v.  Deiertr,  21 
Barb.  286 ;  Coon  v.  Brook,  21  Barb.  646 ;  Dickerman  v.  Ahra^ 
hams,  id.  651.  Justice's  courts  possess  none  of  the  peculiar 
powers  of  courts  of  equity  which  enables  them  to  give  relief  in 
cases  like  these ;  and,  being  purely  equitable  actions,  they  have 
no  jurisdiction  whatever  in  respect  to  them. 

Under  these  circumstances  we  will  not  assist  in  the  enforce- 
ment  of  the  plaintiff's  judgment,  and  the  appeal  taken  is  dismis- 
sed, with  costs. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


William  Wallace  v.  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and  Com- 
monalty OF  THE  City  of  New  York. 

A  municipal  corporation  is  a  living  party  within  tho  meaning  of  section  399  of  the 
Code,  and  in  an  action  against  it,  the  plaintifT  may  be  examined  as  a  wituesB  in 
hid  own  behalf. 

The  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York  is  bound  to  keep  the  streets  opened  witliin 
its  limits  for  public  use,  in  such  repair  that  they  may  be  safely  traveled  upon: 
and  for  any  injuries  happening  to  persons  tlirougli  the  neglect  of  the  oorporation 
to  perform  this  duty,  it  is  liable. 

rho  sidewalk  is  a  part  of  the  public  street,  and  ulthough  tho  corporation  may  impose, 
by  ordinance,  tho  d'lty  upon  the  ndjoining  lot  owner  of  keeping  the  sidewalk  in 
repair,  yet  it  does  not  thereby  relieve  itself  of  the  duty  imposed  upon  it  by  law, 
to  keep  in  repair  the  streets  of  the  city. 

The  liability  of  the  corporation  for  the  neglect  of  such  a  duty,  differs  from  tbotc  cases 
where  injuries  result  fVom  obstructions  placed  in  the  streets  by  individuals,  axul 
in  respect  to  which  it  cannot  be  hold  liable,  unless  it  is  shown  that  notice  of  the 
obstruction  was  given  to  its  proper  oflBoers,  and  they  had  neglected  to  cause  it  to 
be  removed. 

W.,  while  walking  on  Eleventh  avenue  at  night,  fell  into  a  large  hole  in  the  side- 
walk, and  wfM  severely  injured  In  an  action  to  recover  for  the  injurie!^  it  was 
not  phown  tlmt  the  corporate  authorities  knew  of  the  existence  of  ilie  hole.  The 
judge,  at  the  trial,  instructed  the  jury  that  tliey  might  give  exompIuTy  (iinuLges 
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if  they  thought  the  corporation  was  fn^Uty  of  gross  negligence  in  sufTering  the 
bole  to  remain  in  the  condition  it  was.  Held,  crronoons.  Tiiat  only  such  damages 
could  be  allowed  as  were  the  legitimate  and  direct  result  of  the  accident. 
Punitive  or  vindictive  damages  can  be  recoveri'd  only  in  cases  where  person  or 
property  has  been  injured  by  the  willful  act  of  another,  or  where  the  net  causing 
the  injury  was  the  result  of  wantonness,  or  reckless  indifTcrence  to  the  rights  of 
others. 


Appeal  from  a  judgment  and  an  order  made  at  a  special  term, 
denying  a  motion,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  for  a  new  trial. 
The  action  was  to  recover  for  injuries  resulting  from  tlic  negloct 
of  the  defendants  to  keep  in  repair  the  sidewalk  of  Eleventh  ave- 
nue near  Thirty-first  street,  the  avenue  having  been  duly  ojxjned, 
regulated  and  paved  for  public  use.  At  the  trinl,  the  plaintiff 
was  examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  the  dcfcndiints' 
counsel  objecting  thereto.  It  appeared  from  his  testimony,  that 
on  going  to  his  home  from  work  at  about  10  o'clock  at  night, 
he  was  walking  up  the  Eleventh  avenue,  on  the  sidewalk,  with 
his  hands  in  his  pockets,  and  when  near  Thirty-first  .street  he 
pitched  forward  into  a  hole  in  the  sidewalk,  breaking  his  shoulder 
and  two  of  his  ribs.  The  hole  was  ten  feet  by  seven  in  width, 
and  five  feet  in  depth.  lie  was  taken  to  the  hospital,  and  al- 
though his  bones  had  joined  and  mended,  yet  he  was  stiff,  and 
at  the  time  of  the  trial,  which  was  more  than  a  year  after  the  ac- 
cident occurred,  he  was  unable  to  lift  his  arm.  Bcirg  a  machinist 
bv  trade,  this  naturallv  affected  his  ability  to  work  and  earn  a 
livelihood,  as  he  had  been  previously  in  the  habit  of  doing.  Be- 
fore the  injury  he  was  able  to  earn  from  $16  to  $20  a  week,  but 
now  could  not  earn  over  $8  or  $10  during  the  same  time.  It 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  in  a  public  hospital,  and  had 
paid  or  incurred  no  personal  expense  for  his  medical  attendance. 

No  witnesses  were  examined  for  the  defence,  but  the  following 
ordinances  of  the  defendants  were  offered  and  read  in  evidence : 

**  An  ordinance  ]>roviding  for  the  repairs  of  the  pavements  of 
the  sidewalks  of  the  streets  and  avenues  of  the  city  of  New 
York,"  pass(xl  D.xembor  29,  1853. 

Sec.  1.  *'  That  the  o\\  nor  or  owners,  lessee  or  lessees,  occupant 
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or  occupants  of  any  bouse  or  other  building,  or  vacant  lot  front- 
ing on  any  street  or  avenue,  shall  at  his,  her  or  their  charge  and 
expense,  well  and  sufficiently  pave,  according  to  the  ordinances, 
and  keep  and  maintain  in  good  repair,  the  sidewalks,  and  curb 
and  gutter  of  such  street  or  avenue,  in  front  of  any  such  house 
or  other  building,  or  vacant  lot." 

Sec.  2.  "  Ujx)n  complaint  being  made  to  the  street  commis* 
sioner,  to  his  siitisfuction,  that  any  sidewalk,  and  curb  and  gutter, 
or  either,  arc  not  i»aved  or  repaired  according  to  the  ordinances, 
it  shall  Ixi  lawful  for  the  street  commissioner  to  cause  a  notice  to 
be  served  upon  the  owner  or  owners,  lessee  or  lessees,  occupant 
or  occupants  of  any  such  house  or  other  building,  or  vacant  lot 
of  ground  fronting  on  any  street  or  avenue,  to  repair  or  relay,  as 
the  case  may  require,  the  sidewalk,  and  curb  and  gutter,  or 
either,  in  front  of  the  same,  within  ten  days  after  the  service  of 
such  notice." 

See.  3.  "  In  default  of  such  owner  or  owners,  lessee  or  lessees^ 
occupant  or  occupants,  repairing  or  relaymg,  as  the  case  may  re- 
quire, such  sidewalks  and  curb  and  gutter,  or  either,  within  the 
time  required  by  said  notice,  and  complying  with  the  said  notice, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  street  commissioner  to  order  the  same 
to  be  done,  and  in  case  the  expense  thereof  shall  not  exceed  the 
sum  of  $250,  to  appoint  such  person  or  persons  to  do  the  same 
as  he  shall  deem  proper ;  and  in  case  such  expen.se  shall  exceed 
the  aforcsiiid  sum  of  §2o0,  the  same  shall  be  done  by  contract, 
according  to  the  ordinances." 

Also  the  following  sections  from  the  revised  ordinances  of  the 
defendants: 

Sec.  22.  "  In  all  streets  in  the  city  of  New  York,  of  the  width 
of  fort}'  foet  and  upwards,  which  are  paved,  or  shall  hereafter  be 
paved  or  repaved,  the  sidewalks  or  footwalks,  between  the  lin 
of  the  streets  and  kennels,  shall  be  of  the  following  width,  tha 

is  to  say  :  1.  In  all  streets  fortv  feet  wide,  ten  feet     2.  In  all 

streets  fifty  fuet  wide,  thirteen  feet.  3.  In  all  streets  sixty  feet:? 
wide,  iifiuen  feet  4.  In  all  streets  seventy  feet  wide,  eighteen- 
feet.    5.  In  all  streets  eighty  feet  wide,  nineteen  feet.     6.  In  al7 
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streets  above  eighty  feet,  and  not  exceeding  one  hundred  feet, 
twenty  feet.  7.  In  all  streets  of  more  than  one  liundred  feet, 
twenty -two  feet  and  no  more." 

Sec.  23.  "  In  all  streets  less  than  forty  feet  in  width,  such  pro- 
portion thereof,  as  may  bo  directed  by  the  street  commissioner, 
shall  be  used  and  flagged  for  sidewalks  or  footpaths." 

Also  the  charters  of  the  defendants. 

The  defendants'  counsel  then  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint 
on  the  following  grounds : 

1.  That  no  cause  of  action  had  been  shown  against  the  defend- 
ants. 2.  That  the  ordinances  of  the  defendants  cast  upon  the 
owner,  occupant,  or  lessee  of  the  lots  fronting  upon  the  streets  in 
question,  the  duty  of  paving  and  keeping  in  repair  the  sidewalks 
in  front  of  their  lots.  3.  That  such  owners,  occupants,  or  les- 
sees were  alone  responsible  to  the  plaintiff  for  any  injury  which 
he  had  sustained  through  any  defect  in  the  sidewalk.  4.  That 
the  hole  in  the  sidewalk  into  which  the  plaintiff  fell  did  not 
appear  to  have  been  dug  by  the  consent  of  the  defendants. 
6-  That  the  case  presented  merely  a  violation  of  the  ordinances 
of  the  defendants,  by  the  owners.  occui)ants,  or  lessees  of  the  lot 
fronting  on  the  street  in  the  avenue  in  question,  for  which  viola- 
tion the  defendants  are  not  liable.  6.  That  no  knowledge  of  the 
existence  of  the  hole  in  question  was  brought  home  to  the  de- 
fendants, or  to  their  oflBcers.  7.  That  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
hole  in  question  arose  from  a  neglect  to  repair  the  sidewalk  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants.  The  court  denied  the  motion,  and 
the  defendants  excepted. 

The  cause  was  summed  up  by  the  counsel  for  the  parties, 
and  the  court  charged  the  jury :  That  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendants  to  keep  the  streets  of  the  city  in  repair,  so  that  they 
might  be  safely  traversed,  at  all  times,  by  citizens  or  others ; 
and  that  it  was  their  duty,  while  making  such  repairs,  to  sur- 
round the  locality,  when  necessary,  by  safeguards,  so  as  to 
prevent  injury  to  any  person  therefrom.  That  there  were  cer- 
tain cases  in  which,  when  a  contractor  was  perfonning  work  for 
the  defendants,  and  injuries  were  sustained  by  his  negligence, 
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the  i'jf'.r.  iaL'^  touI  i  lo;  l«e  liriVie  f  jf  sucu  injuries,  bat  that  this 
Tvat  :-o:  on-?  -f  iLcse  ca5r?s.  That  the  questions  f^r  the  jury  to 
'Ivt'-r.T.ir.e  were :  1.  Wn.-?  the  r '.air. tiff  guilty  of  negligence  which 
c::.:rl\  utvi  to  the  rr.>iu?ti?n  of  the  accident?  If  he  was,  then 
he  -ACw?  r.ot  er.tifie'i  lo  re-^over.  If  he  was  not  guilty  of  such 
:.*:i\i_'e'.'>\  then  the  jurv  ni'is:  cMsider  whether  the  defendanta 
*.Tere  ir^ilty  :f  r.ejligenco.  and  if  they  were,  then  what  amount 
of  'Iciiiifiges  the  ilaintiff  had  sustained.  That  in  estimating  the 
•  lai.Mige?.  tii'.y  :.::^Lt  nllox  c:'n:r«r.5at!on  for  the  f'ccuniary  loss 
•A-h::h  hi.-  Lai  sj^tai::--!.  if  ur.y.  ar. i  the  pain  and  suffering  to 
whi:h  he  hai  been  subjected.  And  firther,  if  the  jury  should 
cet-rmine  that  the  defendants,  in  permitting  the  hole  in  question 
to  r.rnain  as  it  was  when  the  [Lintiflfell  into  it,  were  guilty  of 
groi.?  nei'lizence,  they  were  at  libeny  to  give  the  plaintiff  exem- 
pl-^y  damag-rs. 

Th-:  c-junse!  for  the  defendants  then  aske<.l  the  judge  to  charge 
a?  f:-l:0-.v=:    1.  That  :he  JefenlaLts  are  not  liable  for  every  act 
CI  r^eziigeLoe  C'f  t'leir  ser\-ar.t5.     Tiie  judge  refused,   and  the 
dtfcii'laiit^  oxoerted.     2.  That  the  defendants  are  not  liable  for 
an\'  act  cf  i.rgii^vn.?-?  occa^ioi.e*!  by  their  servants,  unless  no- 
tice of  tiie  su"r;ect  h-as  been  brougiit  home  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  cor].«jr^:e  u.'V.crr^.     ']":.j  j^-i^'e  ivf.'^.i,  aad  the  defendants 
exc^p^M.     3.  That  th?  derl-udants  are  not  liable,  unless  more 
than  a  reasonable  time  has  elaj-sed  between  such  notice  and  the 
accident  to  ai'.ow  the  street  or  highway  to  be  repaired.     The 
ludge  refused,  aiid  the  'iefendants  oxeepted.     4.  That  notice  to 
the  s'l?']  def-^n  lants  is  r-.::  ntrinr.Ative  faet  whi-h  must  exist,  and_ 
l^j  1  roven,  Ixjfore  the  la-.v  give.?  a  rijfht  to  rcc^.'Very.     The  judge? 
refuH'-d,  and  the  dtfendants  excepted.     5.  That  the  hole  in  ques — • 
tion,  being  on  the  sidewalk,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover.     Th^ 
j  Aisfi  p;f:r'Kl,  an  1  tiiC  defendant!  excepted.     6.  That  aa  mattte^*' 
of  Ui':.^  the  night  being  dark,  the  plaintiff's  walking  with  hi^ 
hafidn  in   his  jxickets  might  have  contributed,  and  ordinarily 
wo'i.d  contribute,  to  the  accident.     The  judge  refused,  and  th^ 
d/ifiiri'Jarit^  cxc-'{»tfrd.     7.  That  it  is  the  duty  of  the  owner,  oc- 
Ctij>fifit  or  lf;»,co  of  the  property  fronting  on  the  street,  to  keep 
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and  maintain  the  sidewalks  and  curb  and  gutters  in  repair  in 
firont  of  their  property,  and  that  for  injuries  resulting  from  a 
neglect  to  make  such  repair  the  defendants  are  not  liable.  The 
judge  refused,  and  the  defendants  excepted,  d.  That  if  the 
pluintiif  is  entitled  to  recover  at  all,  he  is  only  entitled  to  re- 
cover for  the  damages  which  he  sustained  as  a  legitimate  and 
direct  result  of  the  accident.  The  judge  refused,  and  the  de- 
fendants excepted.  9.  That  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover punitory  or  vindictive  damages.  The  judge  refused,  and 
the  defendants  excepted.  10.  That  in  this  case  there  is  no  evi- 
dence at  all  that  the  plaintiff  has  expended  any  money  about  his 
cure,  and  none  which  would  enable  the  jury  to  form  a  correct 
estimate  of  how  much,  if  any,  pecuniary  damages  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  be  allowed  for  any  pain  he  suffered.  The  j  udge  refused, 
and  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $500, 
and  judgment  was  entered  thereon. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  having  been  made  and  denied  at 
special  term,  the  defoudants  appealed. 

Abraham  R,  Lawrence^  Jr.j  assistant  corporation  counsel^  for  the 
appellants. 

L  The  plaintiff  should  have  been  excluded  from  testifying. 
a.  The  Code,  (§  S99),  as  amended,  was  clearly  intended  to  admit 
the  testimony  of  one  party  to  a  suit,  only  when  the  adverse 
party  is  living  and  capable  of  testifying  in  his  own  behalf 
h.  The  defendants  are  not,  within  the  meaning  of  the  section,  a 
living  party,  c.  The  effect  of  admitting  the  testimony  of  the 
plaintiff,  is  to  enable  a  party  to  put  his  own  coloring  upon  the 
case,  while  the  other  party  is^  from  the  nature  of  things,  excluded 
from  rebutting  that  testimony. 

II.  The  motion  for  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  should  have 
been  granted,  a.  The  ordinances  of  the  defendants  imposs  upon 
the  "  owners,  occupants,  or  lessees  of  the  lots  fronting  upon  the 
streets  of  the  city,  the  duty  of  paving  and  keeping  in  repair  the 
sidewalks  in  front  of  their  lots."    h.  The  defendants  wore  au- 
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thorized  by  their  charters  to  pass  such  an  ordinance,  and  it  was 
a  proper  exercise  of  their  governmental  power.  Charter  of 
Montgomerie,  §  14,  (Kent's  ed.,  1854),  p.  94.  c.  The  case,  there- 
fore, presents  merely  a  violation  of  an  ordinance  of  the  defend* 
ants  by  the  parties  owning  or  occupying  the  lots  fronting  upon 
the  sidewalk  in  question ;  and  for  the  injuries  sustained  by  icdi- 
viduals  from  such  a  violation,  it  is  well  settled  that  the  defend- 
ants  are  not  liable.  Levi/  v.  Mayor^  1  Sand.  465 ;  Qriffin  v.  Jfayor^ 
5  Seld.  456 ;  S.  C,  opinion  Sandford,  J. 

III.  The  principle  established  in  the  case  of  Hutson  v.  The 
Mayor,  is  not  applicable  to  this  case,  because,  1st.  There  is  no 
legal  evidence  showing  that  the  place  at  which  the  plaintiff  was 
injured  was  ever  laid  out  or  opened  as  a  public  street,  or  that 
the  defendants  had  control  thereof.  2d.  It  does  not  appear  that 
the  hole  in  question  was  caused  by  a  neglect  of  the  defendants 
to  repair  the  sidewalk.  Sd.  In  Ilutson's  case,  the  injuries  of 
which  the  plaintiff  complained  were  occasioned  by  a  neglect  of 
the  defendants  to  repair  the  carriageway  of  the  street,  which  had 
been  out  of  order  for  a  long  time  ;  and  it  did  not  app^car  that 
there  was  any  ordinance  of  the  defendants  imposing  the  duty  of 
making  such  repairs  upon  private  individuals.  5  Seld.  163. 
4th.  The  evidence  in  Ilutson's  case  showed  that  the  excavation 
into  which  the  plaintiff  fell  had  been  in  existence  for  such  a 
length  of  time  as  would  justify  the  court  in  presuming  that  the 
corporation  had  notice  of  its  existence.  In  this  case,  no  notice 
of  the  existence  of  the  hole  into  which  plaintiff  fell  was  brought 
home  to  defendants. 

IV.  The  judge  erred  in  refusing  to  charge,  that  notice  to  the 
defendants  of  the  existence  of  the  hole,  and  the  lapse  of  a  rea- 
sonable time  between  such  notice  and  the  accident^  to  allow  the 
defendants  to  repair  the  same,  must  be  shown,  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  recover,  a.  The  charters  of  the  defendants  onlj 
allow  them  to  have  work  performed  when  the  expense  exceeds 
a  certain  amount  ($250),  by  contract,  made  afler  an  advertise- 
ment for  ten  days,  Ac.  If  the  plaintiff  can  recover  without 
proof  of  notice  and  neglect  to  repair,  then,  while  the  charter  of 
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1853  prohibits  expenditures  beyond  $250,  without  advertise- 
ment, the  law  would  render  the  defendants  liable  for  not  doing 
an  illegal  act  b.  Besides,  the  ordinances  of  the  defendants  only 
authorize  the  street  commissioner  to  order  the  sidewalks  to  be 
paved  or  repaired  after  complaints  have  been  made  to  him  that 
the  same  are  out  of  repair,  and  after  he  has  notified  the  owners, 
&c.,  of  the  lots,  &c.,  to  pave  or  repair  the  same,  and  they  have 
neglected  so  to  do.  There  can  be  no  dispute  about  the  power 
of  the  defendants  to  pass  the  ordinance.  Montgomerie  Charter, 
§  14.  The  defendants  are  not  bound  to  see,  at  their  peril,  that 
oil  their  ordinances  are  enforced.  Leut/  v.  ifayor,  1  Sand.  465 ; 
Oriffin  V.  MayoTy  5  Seld.  456.  And  until  complaints  are  made, 
or  notice  given  to  the  street  commissioner,  there  is  no  neglect  of 
duty,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  for  which  they  are  liable  to 
respond  in  damages. 

V.  The  learned  judge  erred  in  refusing  to  charge  as  requested, 
that  "  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  at  all,  he  is  only  en- 
titled to  recover  for  the  damages  which  he  sustained  as  a  legiti- 
mate and  direct  result  of  the  accident,"  and  that  "  the  pldntift 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  punitory  or  vindictive  damages,"  as  in 
the  8th  and  9th  propositions  of  defendants'  counsel,  a.  There 
is  no  malice  or  moral  wrong  shown  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants. J.  In  such  cases  the  jury  cannot  give  anything  beyond 
compensation  for  the  actual  loss  sustained  by  the  injured  party. 
Sedg^vick  on  Damages,  82 ;  Clark  v.  Drown,  18  Wend.  213,  229 ; 
Buikr  V.  Kent,  19  John.  228. 

VI.  The  damages  to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  (if  entitled 
to  recover  at  all),  being  confined  strictly  to  actual  compensation 
for  the  loss  which  he  sustained  by  the  injury,  and  there  being  no 
evidence  as  to  the  amount  which  he  expended  for  his  cure,  nor 
any  evidence  by  which  the  jury  could  measure  such  expense, 
the  defendants  were  entitled  to  have  the  jury  instructed,  as  re- 
quested in  the  10th  proposition 

F.  H.  B.  Bryan  and  Daniel  W.  Clarice,  for  the  respondents. 
I.  The  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute;  regarding  the  exam- 
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]  nation  of  a  party  in  his  own  belialf^  applies,  where  corpora- 
tions are  defendants,  as  it  does  to  individuals.  Every  party  in- 
terested in  a  corporation  can  be  equally  examined  against  the 
plaiuti£ 

II.  The  diargc  of  the  judge  was  not  excepted  to  by  the  de- 
fendants. They  cannot,  therefore,  avail  themselves  of  a  refusal 
generally  to  charge  further.  The  request  to  charge  must  be  to 
supply  some  error  in  the  original  charge. 

IIL  Notice  to  the  corporation  was  not  necessary ;  the  fee  of 
the  public  highways  or  streets  is  vested  in  them.  A  tax  is  levied 
to  keep  them  in  repair.  The  defendants  were  bound  to  keep 
them  in  repair  without  notice.  The  ordinance  requiring  thi 
sidewalk  to  bo  repaired  by  the  owners,  does  not  excuse  the  di  < 
fendants  from  keeping  it  in  repair,  if  not  done  by  such  ownen , 
A  bridge  or  highway,  built  by  an  individual,  must  be  kqi 
in  repair  by  the  public.  23  Wend.  446;  2  East,  342.  Thi 
streets  are  in  fact  public  highways,  opened  by  the  corporatioz « 
and  in  their  possession,  to  be  repaired  and  kept  by  them.  Thi 
ordinance  is  for  their  benefit.  The  public  who  are  injured  by 
the  neglect  of  the  defendants,  are  not  deprived  of  their  remedy. 
The  only  notice  required  is  by  the  corporation  to  the  owners  of 
the  houses,  before  they  can  cull  on  such  owners  to  repair  the 
sidewalk. 

IV.  There  was  no  proof,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  any 
sidewalk  had  ever  existed  where  the  accident  occurred. 

V.  The  damages  were  moderate,  considering  the  injury  in- 
flicted on  the  plaintiff.  The  defendants  were  properly  held  Ua- 
ble  for  a  gross  neglect  of  public  duty. 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — The  first  question  in  this 
case  is  whether  the  plaintiiT  could  be  examined  as  a  witness  in 
his  own  behalf  in  an  action  against  the  corporation  of  the  city 
of  New  York.  By  the  399th  section  of  the  Code,  the  examina- 
tion of  a  party  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf  is  conditional.  It 
can  be  had  where  the  adverse  party  oi  person  in  interest  is  liv 
ing,  unless  the  opposite  party  is  the  assignee,  administrator,  ex- 
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ecutor,  or  legal  reprcsentaiive  of  a  deceased  person.  It  is 
objected  that  the  defendants  here  are  not,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  section,  a  living  party,  but  an  artificial  body,  created  for  cer- 
tain political  and  governmental  purposes,  and  that  the  effect  ot 
admitting  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  is  to  enable 
a  party  to  put  his  own  coloring  upon  the  case,  while  the  other 
party  is,  from  the  nature  of  things,  excluded  from  rebutting  thai 
testimony.  That  the  intention  of  the  legislature  was  to  give  each 
an  equal  chance  for  placing  the  court  in  possession  of  the  &cts 
i-elied  upon  by  him  for  complaint  and  defence ;  not  to  give  one 
party  an  advantage  over  the  other  in  that  respect 

The  defendants  may,  in  my  judgment,  be  regarded  as  a  living 
party  within  the  meaning  of  the  section.  The  chief  distinguish 
ing  attribute  of  a  corporation  is  its  power  of  continuous  dura 
tion,  unaffected  by  the  death,  incapacity,  or  change  of  its  mem- 
bers. As  Lord  Coke  expresses  it,  *'  it  is  not  subject  to  imbecilities 
or  death  of  the  natural  body,  for  a  corporation  aggregate  of  many 
is  invisible,  immortal."  Case  of  Sutton's  Hospital^  10  Coke  K.  82  b. 
It  is  calculated  for  and  capable  of  duration  forever,  where  no 
limitation  is  tixed  by  the  act  that  creates  it,  though  it  may  be 
brought  to  a  termination  by  accident,  or  by  certain  defaults  of 
duty  on  the  part  of  its  members,  at  any  period ;  but  however 
long  its  duration,  the  corporation  always  continues  the  same,  and 
the  same  rights,  privileges,  duties  and  liabilities  attach  to  it  as* 
it  had  at  the  first  moment  of  its  creation,  precisely  as  though  it 
was  an  individual.  Grant  on  Corporations,  3.  It  is  so  far  con* 
sidered  to  have  a  personality  of  its  own,  that  the  word  person,  in 
statutes,  has  oileu  been  construed  to  include  corporations,  llie- 
Dean  and  Chapter  of  Dri-t'd  v.  Clark^  1  Dyer,  83  b ;  2  Coke's 
Inst.  722;  Cortes  v.  Kent  Waterworks  Co.,  7  B.  &  C.  314;  Boj/d 
V.  Oraydon  Railway  Co.,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  669  ;  Attorney  General  v^ 
Xewcastle^  5  Beavan,  307 ;  1  Beeves'  History  of  the  English  Law^ 
76,  79.  It  may  sue  or  be  sued ;  and,  as  it  has  this  unbroken 
personality  and  power  of  perpetual  succession,  it  may,  without 
any  violation  of  language,  be  referred  to  and  embraced  in  a 
statutory  deaignatio;i  "f  a  living  party.    Nor  will  this  construe- 
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tion  have  the  effect  of  allowing  one  party  to  give   testimony 
which  the  other  is  necessarily  excluded  from  rebutting,  or  defeat 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  by  not  giving  each  party  an  equal 
chance  of  testifying.     The  parties  defendant  to  this  action  are 
the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
by  their  corporate  name  or  title,  who  are,  and  always  were,  to- 
gether with  their  officers  and  agents,  competent  witnesses  in  an 
action  in  which  the  rights  or  liabilities  of  the  corporation  are  in 
controversy.     Vaji  Warmer  v.  The  Mayor^  Aldermen  and  Com- 
monaliy  of  the  city  of  Albany^  15  Wend.  262 ;  Watertown  v.  Coictn, 
4  Paige,  510;  Ex  parte  Ktp,  1  id.  618;  Falls  v.  Bellknapp,  1 
Johns.  486 ;   Corwin  v.  Jlames^  11  id.  76 ;  Bhodgood  v.  Jamaica, 
12  id.  285 ;  Code,  §  898.     And  this  applies  not  merely  to  the 
members  of  municipal,  but  also  to  private  corporations,  the  mem- 
bers or  stockholders  of  which  were  formerly  inadmissible  as  wit- 
nesses by  reason  of  their  interest ;  a  disqualification  which  no 
jonger  exists.     The  defendants,  therefore,  in  this  action,  could 
avail  themselves  of  every  right  that  any  other  defendant  couM 
have,  and  even  more,  as  they  could  all  be  examined  as  witnesses 
whether  the  plaintiff  oflercd  himself  as  a  witness  or  not. 

The  coqwration  are  bound  to  keep  the  streets  and  avenues  of 
the  city  in  such  repair  that  they  may  be  safely  traveled,  when 
they  are  opened  for  public  use,  and  if  they  negligently  sufifer 
them  to  get  out  of  repair,  they  are  liable  for  any  injuries  thai 
•may  happen  to  persons  through  such  negligence.  Hutson  v. 
The  Mayor,  dr.,  of  Xeiv  York,  5  Seld.  163  ;  The  ifayor^  Ac,  f./ 
the  city  of  Xew  York  v.  Furze,  8  Hill,  612  ;  The  Rochester  Whit 
Lead  (b.  v.  The  City  of  Rochester,  8  Comst.  464,  The  evidence 
was  sufficient  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  that  the  plaintiS 
was  walking,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  through  an  avenue  open 
for  public  use.  He  was  walking  up  the  Eleventh  avenue  at  10 
o'clock  at  night,  when,  at  the  comer  of  Thirty-first  street,  he 
'pitched  forward  into  a  hole  in  the  sidewalk,  ten  feet  wide,  seven 
feet  across,  and  five  feet  deep,  and  was  severely  injured. 

The  corporation  have  provided,  b}'  ordinance,  that  the  side* 
walks  shall  be  paved  and  kept  in  good  repair  by  the  owners, 


NEW  YORK— JUNE,  1859.  451 

WftUaoe  ▼.  The  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Nev  York. 

lessees,  or  occupants  of  the  houses  or  lots  fronting  on  any  street 
or  avenue,  under  a  certain  penalty,  and  if  they  neglect  to  do  so, 
it  is  to  be  done  by  the  corporation  at  the  expense  of  the  owners, 
lessees  or  occupants,  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  ordinance. 
Upon  complaint  made  to  the  street  commissioner,  he  is  to  notify 
the  owners,  &c.,  and  if  they  do  not  repair  within  a  certain  time, 
he  is  to  have  it  done,  if  the  expense  does  not  exceed  $250,  and 
if  it  exceeds  that  sum,  it  is  to  be  done  by  contract  in  the  man- 
ner provided  by  ordmanoe.  The  sidewalk  is  a  part  of  the  pub- 
lic street,  designed  for  the  use  of  those  who  travel  on  foot,  and 
though  the  corporation  may  impose  upon  the  owners  of  lots 
fronting  upon  the  streets  or  avenues,  the  burden  of  paving  and 
keeping  the  sidewalks  in  repair,  they  do  not  thereby  relieve 
themselves  of  the  duty  imposed  upon  them  by  charter  and  by 
statute,  of  "  altering,"  "  amending,"  and  "  keeping  in  reimir  "  the 
streets  and  highways  within  the  city.  Kent's  Charter,  15,  99, 
235,  237 ;  Laws  of  1818,  ch.  86 ;  2  Rev.  Laws,  407,  §  175. 
Wilson  V.  The  Afaycr^  etc.,  of  New  York,  1  Denio,  601.  And  if 
they  sufler,  as  in  this  instance,  a  part  of  the  public  highway  to 
remain  out  of  repair  in  so  exposed  and  dangerous  a  state,  that  a 
passenger,  without  any  negligence  on  his  part,  drops,  at  night, 
into  a  pitfall  in  the  sidewalk,  and  is  injured,  they  must  answer 
to  the  injured  party  for  the  damage  occasioned  by  their  negli- 
gence. 

Their  liability  for  the  neglect  of  a  duty  like  this,  to  keep  the 
public  streets  in  repair,  which  is  imposed  upon  them  by  statute, 
is  distinguishable  from  cases  where  the  streets  are  obstructed  by 
the  acts  of  others,  as  in  Griffin  v.  The  ifayor,  ttc,  of  New  Tork^ 
(5  Seld.  457),  where  parties  erecting  buildings  suffered  piles  of 
rubbish  to  encumber  the  street,  which  led  to  the  accident,  for 
which  the  corporation  were  sought  to  be  made  liable ;  or  Levy 
V.  The  Mayor^  Jtc^  (1  Sandf.  S.  C.  K.  465),  wherein  they  were 
sought  to  be  made  liable  for  an  accident  caused  by  swine  run- 
ning at  large  in  the  streets,  in  which  cases  they  could  not  be  held 
liable  for  negligence  until  they  were  notified  or  advised  of  the 
obstruction,  and  had  neglected  to  cause  it  to  be  removed. 
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I  think,  however,  that  the  instructioQ  to  the  jarj  that  they 
might  give  exemplary  damages  if  they  though:;  that  the  corpo- 
ration wa3  guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  suffering  the  hole  to 
remain  in  the  condition  it  was,  was  erroneous,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  have  the  jury  instructed  as  he  requested, 
that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  only  for  such  damages  as  were 
the  legitimate  and  direct  result  of  the  accident,  and  that  he  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  punitory  or  vindictive  damages.  For  all 
that  api)eared  in  the  evidence,  the  hole  in  the  sidewalk  may  have 
been  the  work  or  act  of  a  private  individual,  in  no  connection 
with  the  corporation,  and  there  was  nothing  in  the  evidence  to 
»how  that  the  corporate  authorities  were  notified  of  it  or  had  any 
knowledge  of  its  existence.  The  recpvery  of  punitory  or  vin- 
dictive damages  is  allowed  only  where  the  act  causing  the  iujurv 
has  been  willfully  done ;  where  the  circumstances  show  that  there 
was  a  deliberate,  preconceived,  or  positive  intention  to  injure,  or 
that  reckless  disregard  of  the  safety  of  person  or  property  which 
is  equally  culpable.  The  evidence  in  this  case  would  not  war- 
rant the  jury  in  forming  any  such  conclusion  as  respects  the  cor- 
poration. It  may  be  doubted  if  the  instruction  had  any  inj  urious 
effect,  as  the  damages  found  by  the  jury  were  very  moderate 
under  the  circumstances.  Still  we  cannot  say  that  it  had  not, 
and  will  therefore,  though  reluctantly,  be  compelled  to  order  a 
new  trial. 

Judgment  reversed  and  new  trial  ordered ;  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 


None.— On  n  sooond  trial  of  thU  cam,  in  Januarjr,  18C0,  before  Judge  Hiltox. 
sulMtanUallj  tbo  aanio  facts  were  established,  and  under  a  charge  given  in  confuru- 
ity  wiUi  the  views  expredsed  by  the  general  tenn.  the  juiy,  after  a  short  dcliben- 
tiun,  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaiutifT  of  $5,000,  which,  upon  motion  subsequentir 
made,  was  lei  aside  as  excoBsivef  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  unless  the  idftiotiff  atipu* 
tatod  to  reduce  his  recovery  to  $2,500.    This  waa  done,  aad  tbo  caae  settled. 
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William  Howe  v.  Denis  Juliek. 

No  Appeal  lies  to  this  court  fh>m  a  dodaion  given  at  a  general  term  of  the  Marine 

Court,  merely  reversiug  a  judgment  in  fuvor  of  the  plaintiff. 
Such  a  decision  is  not  a  llaol  determination  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  tlio  action. 
That  court  at  general  term  may  reverse,  affirm  or  modify  the  judgment  flp{>eale<l 

from,  and  upon  a  revensol  may  order  a  new  trial,  or  may  give  final  judgment  for 

the  defendant  when  it  is  apparent  tliat  ufton  no  possible  state  of  proofs  can  tho 

plaintiff  recover. 
But  wiiere  the  judgment  i»  reversed  because  tlie  evidence  at  the  trial  was  insuf- 

f.cicut  to  sustain  it,  and  it  is  not  perfectly  clear  that  the  deficiency  cannot  be 

supplied,  a  new  trial  should  be  awarded. 

Appeal  from  the  general  term  of  the  Marine  Court  On  the 
trial  in  that  court,  before  a  justice,  tho  plaintiff  had  judgment, 
which,  upon  appeal  to  the  general  term,  was  reversed,  without 
awarding  a  new  trial.  The  case  showed  that  the  reversal  was 
u].on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  at  the  trial  was  insufficient  to 
sustain  the  judgment  of  the  justice,  but  it  was  not  apparent  that 
the  deficiency  in  the  proofs  might  not  be  supplied  upon  a  new 
trial.     Tiie  plaintiff  apncaled  to  this  court. 

Jonas  B,  Phillips^  for  the  appellant. 

Thomas  £1  Steicart  and  D,  Jones  Crat\  for  the  respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Hie^ton,  J. — Upon  the  trial  of  this  action  be 
fore  one  of  the  justices  of  the  ilarine  Court,  juilgraent  was  ren 
dered  for  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  appealed  to  the  general 
term  of  that  court,  where  the  judgment  was  reversed ;  and  from 
this  decision  of  the  general  term,  reversing  the  judgment  r/e/ie- 
rrtZ/y,  and  without  aioarding  a  new  irial^  or  in  any  way  determin* 
ing  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  action,  an  appeal  is  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  to  this  court. 

It  is  prescribed  by  the  Code  (§  352,)  that  when  a  judgment 
ehall  have  been  rendered  b}'  the  general  torm  of  the  Marine 
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C«Airt,  the  appeal  shall  be  to  this  court^  but  it  shall  only  "be 
from  ail  actual  determination  at  such  general  term."  And  as  a 
judgment  is  defined,  by  §  245,  to  be  "the  final  determination  of 
the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  action,"  it  seems  quite  clear  that 
this  case  is  not  in  a  condition  to  be  brought  before  us  for  review. 

There  has  been  no  actual  or  final  detennination  of  the  rights 
of  the  parties  by  the  Marine  Court,  and  until  such  a  dctermina- 
lion  is  liad,  and  the  case  is  at  an  end  in  that  courts  it  cannot  be 
])r()ught  here,  it  being  the  policy  of  the  Code  to  allow  only  one 
appeal  to  us  in  the  same  action.  Such  was  the  construction 
given  by  the  Court  of  Al)peals  to  similar  language  used  in  the 
the  Code  (§  11,)  respecting  appeals  to  that  court,  ,{Swartwo*jt 
V.  Coutcs^  4  Comst.  415  ;  Duane  v.  XortJiern  RIL  Co.,  3  id.  545 : 
Paddock  v.  Springfitld  Fire  and  Marine  Im.  Co,,  2  Kernan,  591), 
and  we  have  repeatedly  held  in  cases  like  the  present,  where 
the  judgment  has  been  reversed  on  appeal,  that  the  Marine 
Court  were  clearly  wrong  in  not  awarding  a  new  trial ;  and  in 
many  instances  appeals  have  been  dismissed,  or  the  returns  sen; 
back,  with  directions  to  that  eiiect. 

That  court  has,  at  general  term,  all  the  powers,  in  reviewing 
a  judgment  brought  btfore  it  on  api)cal,  that  a  general  terra  of 
the  Supreme  Court  lias  in  like  cases.  It  may  reverse,  affinn,  o: 
modify  the  judgment,  and  in  case  of  reversal  may  order  a  new 
trial,  or  instead  may  give  final  judgment  in  favor  of  the  dcfenJ- 
ant,  whuro  it  can  sou  that  no  jjossible  slate  of  proof  applicable  to 
the  issues  in  the  cause  will  entitle  the  plaintift'  to  a  recovery,  {Fif 
anicrt  v.  Jadcson,  11  Howard  P.  K.  462  ;  ICdinonston  v.  ilcLoml 
IG  2s.  Y.  Ucp.  543 ;  Gn'jjlu  v.  Marqnaixlt,  17  id.  28),  although, in 
the  languiige  of  Judge  CoMSTocK  in  the  latter  case,  (p.  33),  "it 
is  proper  U>  say,  and  to  say  it  with  great  distinctness  as  the  opiL- 
ion  of  thu  court,  that  extreme  caution  ought  to  be  exercised  in 
refusing  new  trials  where  judgments  are  reversed.  The  diacre- 
lion  of  the  appellate  court  should  be  exercised  in  that  direction 
only  in  cases  where  it  is  entirely  plain,  either  from  the  pleadings 
or  fn)in  the  vury  nature  of  the  controversy,  that  the  piirtj-  agaiast 
whom  the  revers;d  i^  pronounced  cannot  prevail  in  the  suit/' 


J 
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I  have  no  hesitation,  however,  in  adding  that  this  is  not  a 
case  in  which  such  a  final  judgment  should  be  given.  The  evi- 
dence at  the  trial  may  not  have  boon  sufficient  in  law  to  sustain 
the  judgment,  yet  it  was  impossible  for  the  appellate  court  to  know 
that  the  necessary  proof  might  not  be  supplied  on  another  trial, 
and  which  it  was  their  duty  to  order.  The  appeal  must  be  dis- 
missed, and  the  return  sent  back  to  the  Marine  Court,  that  the 
proper  judgment  may  be  there  given. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


The  Fire  Department  op  the  Crry  op  New  York  v.  Jo- 
seph Harrison.* 

Ad  action  to  recover  dAma^^es  or  a  statute  penalty,  for  creating  or  conthnxing  a  noi- 
sanoc,  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless  a  jury  trial  is  waived. 

Actions  of  such  a  nature  were  Iriiible  by  a  jury  prior  to  the  constitution  of  1846, 
and  the  ligl.t  ;vai  prcscn'cd  by  that  Inistrunicni.  A  jury  trial  cannot  now  be  dis- 
pensed with  in  sueii  cases,  unless  the  parties  consent  thereto  in  the  manner  pre- 
Bcribed  by  law. 

A  suit  wais  brought  to  recover  statute  penalties  fur  the  erection  of  certain  buildings 
in  the  city  of  New  York  in  violation  of  the  act  of  1319,  for  the  more  eflectual  pre- 
vorition  of  flres.  On  the  cane  being  called,  the  defendant  demanded  a  jury  trial, 
wliich  the  judge  presiding  refused,  and  the  action  was  thereupon  tried  by  the  court 
witiiout  a  jury ;  Ilddy  erroneous. 

In  such  a  case  a  jury  could  not  be  dispensed  with,  without  the  consent  of  the  de- 
fvndanL 

Appeal,  by  the  defendant,  from  a  judgment  at  special  terra, 
upon  a  trial  by  the  court  without  a  jury. 

The  action  was  brought  against  the  defendant,  as  owner  of 
what  are  alleged  in  the  complaint  to  be  "four  dwelling  houses 
or  buildings,"  on  the  southerly  side  of  Jane  street,  between 
Greenwich  and  Washington  streets,  in  this  city,  for  the  recov 
cry  of  a  j^nalty  for  violation  of  the  2d,  3d,  and  5th  sections  of  the 
act  entitled  '*  An  act  for  the  more  effectual  prevention  of  fires  iu 

*  lodge  HiLTOV,  hairing  been  counsel  in  this  case,  took  do  part  In  its  dedsioa. 
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the  city  of  New  York,  and  to  amend  the  acts  heretofore  passed 
for  that  purpose,"  passed  March  7th,  1849,  the  violation  alleged 
being  that  each  of  said  four  dwelling  houses  or  buildings  were 
erected  and  continued  without  an  outside  or  party  wall  of  stone 
or  brick  on  one  side  of  each  of  said  dwelling  houses  or  buildings 
respectively.  The  defendant,  in  his  answer,  alleged  that  he  was 
the  owner  of  two  dwelling  houses,  situated  on  the  southerly  side 
of  Jane  street,  each  of  a  width  not  exceeding  thirty  feet^  and 
each  having  outside  or  party  walls  on  each  side  thereof  of  stone 
or  brick,  and  not  less  than  twelve  inches  in  thickness  ;  and  de- 
nied that  he  ^Yas  the  owner  of  four  or  any  buildings  situate  as 
aforesaid,  which  have  been  erected  or  continue  in  violation  o 
said  sections  of  the  act  The  case  was  tried  before  Judge  Ikgra 
HAM,  at  a  special  term,  without  %  jury,  (the  defendant  objecting, 
and  claiming  a  trial  by  jury). 

The  finding  of  the  court  was  as  follows : 

I  find  as  to  the  fact?,  that  the  defendant  is  the  owner  of  the 
buildings.  That  they  were  erected  under  his  order  and  on  his 
account,  after  tlie  year  1850.  That  the  buildings  so  erected  are 
four  separate  and  distinct  houses.  That  two  of  the  partition 
walls  arc  oreetcfl  of  studs,  and  not  of  brick  or  stone,  and  are  a 
violation  uf  iIil.  lire  Liws  p*issed  relative  to  the  city  of  New  York. 
That  on  the  i>th  March,  1852,  the  fire  wardens  gave  the  neces- 
sary notice  to  remove  the  same,  and  that  such  notice  has  not 
been  complied  with;  but  that  the  partitions  still  remain;  and  I 
find  as  matter  of  law  upon  these  facts,  that  the  defendant  is  lia- 
ble to  the  penalty  of  $500,  for  erecting  each  of  such  buildings, 
in  violation  of  law,  and  the  funlior  sum  of  $50  for  each  twenty- 
four  hours,  from  9th  March,  1^*52,  for  not  removing  the  same 
after  notice  so  to  do  was  served  upon  him.  As  the  plaintiff  do 
not  claim  the  whole  penalty,  judgment  is  given  for  the  plaintiffs 
for  $5,000.  The  plaintiffs  also  arc  entitled  to  a  decree,  that  the 
nuisance  be  removed.  To  which  decision  and  finding  of  the 
judge,  the  defendant  dul}'  excepted. 

Upon  the  argument,  the  case  was  fully  discussed  upon  the 
merits,  and  also  upon  exceptions  taken  to  the  rulings  of  the 
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judge  in  excluding  evidence  offered  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial, 
but  as  the  decision  at  general  term  rested  upon  the  first  point 
presented  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant,  the  others  became 
immaterial,  and  are  not,  therefore,  presented. 

Malcolm  CampbeU^  for  the  appellant. 

The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  grant  to  the  defendant  a  trial 
by  jury. 

AuQHstus  F.  Siniih,  for  the  respondents. 

I.  The  constitution  preserves  trial  by  jury  in  all  cases  in  which 
it  has  been  heretofore  used,  (§  2,  art.  1).  The  Court  of  Chan- 
cery always  had  jurisdiction,  in  cases  of  nuisance,  to  restrain  or 
to  remove.  2  Story  Eq.  Jurisp.  §  925,  &c.  When  a  court  of 
chancery  has  obtained  jurisdiction  for  one  purpose,  it  will  retain 
it  generalise.  RdUibom  v.  Warren^  10  J.  R.  587 ;  Hawley  v. 
Cramer,  4  Cow.  718,  728. 

II.  One  ground  of  relief  in  equity  always  was  to  prevent  mul- 
tiplicity of  suits.  1  Story  Eq.  Jurisp.  64,  65.  In  College  v. 
Bloom  the  court  say  they  will,  to  prevent  multiplicity  of  suits  in 
an  action  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  waste,  give  the  plaintiff 
damages  for  waste  already  committed.  S  Atk.  262,  263.  Clearly, 
then,  before  the  Code,  these  houses,  being  a  nuisance  under 
§  26  of  the  Fire  Law,  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  have  had  ju- 
risdiction to  restrain  their  erection,  and  to  direct  their  removal ; 
and,  having  jurisdiction  for  that  purpose,  the  court  would  have 
retained  it  for  all  purposes. 

III.  The  two  causes  of  action  are  properly  joined.  (Code, 
§  167,  subd.  1.  The  objection  is  not  that  the  court  had  not 
jurisdiction  to  try  that  part  of  the  action  which  claimed  a  pen- 
alty, but  was  general,  that  the  case  (the  whole  case)  should  be 
tried  by  a  jury.  If  a  party  take  a  general  objection  to  a  charge, 
and  one  proposition  is  erroneous,  and  the  other  right,  the  excep- 
tion is  of  no  avail.  Hart  v.  The  Rensselaer  RR,  Co.,  4  Seld.  87 
48;  Uowland  v.  Willeits,  5  Scld.  171 
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Brady,  J. — This  action  was  brought  to  recover  penalties  in 
curred  by  the  erection  of  four  buildings  in  violation  of  the  fire 
laws,  particularly  desiguated  in  the  complaint,  and  for  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute, that  the  several  houses  be  taken  down  and  removed.  Whea 
the  cause  was  called  at  the  special  term,  the  plaintifik'  counsel 
moved  that  it  be  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury.  The  de- 
fendant's counsel  claimed  a  trial  by  jury.  The  judge  presiding 
decided  that  the  action  shouM  be  tried  by  the  court  without  a 
jury,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  This  presents  the  first  ques- 
tion on  the  appeal. 

Tlie  Code  (§  2o3)  provides  that  an  issue  of  £ict  in  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  money  only,  or  of  specific  real  or  personal 
property,  or  for  a  divorce  from  the  marriage  contract  on  the 
ground  of  adulter}',  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless  a  jury  trial 
be  waived,  as  provided  in  section  266,  or  a  referencQ  be  ordered, 
as  provided  by  sections  270,  271.  Section  256  provides  that 
every  other  issue  is  triable  by  the  court,  which,  however,  may 
order  the  whole  issue  or  any  specific  question  of  fact  iovolved 
therein  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  and  rule  69  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
in  force  when  this  action  was  tried,  and  which  stated  the  practice 
under  this  seetion,  declared  that  in  cases  where  the  trial  of  issues 
of  fact  was  nt)t  provided  for  in  section  253  of  the  Code,  if  eiiher 
party  should  desire  a  trial  by  jury,  such  party  should,  within  ten 
days  after  issue  joined,  give  notice  of  a  special  motion  to  settle 
the  issues;  and  that  the  court  or  judge  might  settle  the  issue?, 
or  might  refer  the  settlement  of  them  to  a  referee.  This  is  cot 
one  of  the  class  of  cases  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  specifically  men- 
tioned in  section  256.  It  is  not  for  the  recovery  of  money  only. 
It  is  to  recover  i;>enalties,  and  for  the  removal  of  buildings  erected 
in  violation  of  law,  and  no  application  was  made  for  a  jury  trial 
in  conformity  with  rule  69,  supra.  Unless,  therefore,  the  consti- 
tutional right  of  trial  by  jury  hai  been  violated,  the  defendant 
was  not  entitled  to  a  trial  in  that  mode.  The  constitution  (§  2, 
art  1,  adopted  18:16)  provides  that  the  trial  by  jury  in  all  cases 
in  which  it  has  been  heretofore  used,  shall  remain  inviolate  for- 
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ever.  But  that  a  jury  trial  may  be  waived  by  the  parties  in  all 
civil  cases  in  the  manner  to  be  prescribed  by  law.  The  Code 
(§  266)  provides  that  the  trial  by  jury  may  be  waived  by  the 
several  parties  to  an  issue  of  fact  in  all  actions  on  contract,  and 
with  the  assent  of  the  court  in  other  actions  in  the  manner  fol- 
lowing: 1.  By  failing  to  appear  at  the  trial ;  2.  By  consent  in 
person  or  by  attorney,  to  be  filed  with  the  clerk ;  and  8.  By  oral 
consent  in  open  court,  and  entered  in  the  minutes. 

The  defendant  having  appeared  at  the  trial,  and  not  hav- 
ing consented,  the  trial  by  jury  was  not  waived  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  law,  and  it  therefore  remains  to  be  considered, 
whether  this  action  is  one  in  which  a  trial  by  jury  was  in  use 
prior  to  the  constitution  of  1846.  By  the  26th  section  of  the 
"  Act  for  the  more  effectual  prevention  of  fires  in  the  city  of  New 
York,"  &c.,  passed  March  7, 1849,  (Laws  of  1849,  p.  118),  every 
dwcllinghouse,  store,  storehouse,  ashhole,  ashhouse,  shed,  or 
other  building  of  any  description  whatever,  mentioned  before  in 
that  act,  which  shall  be  erected,  built,  roofed,  repaired,  altered, 
enlarged,  built  upon,  or  removed,  contrary  to  any  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  contained  in  the  preceding  sections,  is  declared 
to  be  a  common  nuisance  ;  and  the  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  the  justices  of  the  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer,  and  general 
jail  delivery,  and  the  justices  of  the  Court  of  General  Sessions  of 
the  Peace,  within  the  city  of  New  York,  have  cognizance  of  the 
offence,  and  are  empowered,  ujx)!!  conviction,  to  adjudge  such 
fines  and  penalties  as  they,  in  their  discretion,  shall  think  fit  and 
proper,  and  also,  in  their  discretion,  to  cause  such  nuisimces  to 
be  abated  and  removed.  By  the  30th  section  of  the  same  act, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  for  the  city  and  count}'  of  New  York,  in  addition 
to  the  power  of  enforcing  the  penalties  provided  by  law,  and  by 
the  act,  for  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  ore  en- 
dowed with  power  to  restrain,  by  injunction,  the  further  erection 
of  a  building,  in  an  action  to  be  brought  by  the  fire  department, 
and  to  adjudge  and  decree  that  a  building  erected  in  violation 
of  the  statute  shall  be  taken  down  and  removed,  the  statute  im- 
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posing  onl}-,  as  a  preliminary  to  the  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction, 
that  ten  daj's'  notice  to  remove  the  violation  shall  be  given.  The 
iiuisauce,  it  will  thus  be  perceived,  and  the  penalty  and  forfeiture 
incurred,  are  declared  by  statute.  The  erections  which  the  stat- 
ute was  designed  to  prevent,  would  not  be  nuisances  at  common 
law,  jur  cstf,  and  tlie  consequences  of  a  violation  of  the  provisions 
of  the  law  on  the  subject,  are  those  only  which  are  prescribed 
None  of  the  nets  of  the  legislature,  prior  to  the  act  of  1849,  in 
terms  contorred  power  upon  the  courts  in  an  action  at  law,  not 
only  to  enforce  the  jK^nnlty,  but  to  adjudge  that  the  violation  be 
taken  down  and  removed  or  abated.  Some  of  them  contained 
a  provision,  declaring  the  violations  a  common  nuisance,  and 
authorized  the  courts,  on  indictment  and  conviction,  to  abate  and 
remove  them.  Act  April  9,  1818,  §§  00,  62,  63 ;  Act  April  11, 
ISlo,  ^§2,  4,  r»;  Act  April  12,  1822,  §§3,4;  Act  April  9, 
1823,  g  2  ;  Act  Mareh  21,  1827,  §  2 ;  Act  May  1,  1829,  §  2; 
Act  April  20,  1830,  §§  17,  22;  Act  April  30,  1834,  §  8. 

This  action,  tlierefi^re,  if  determined  by  the  judgment  asked, 
was  not  one  in  use  when  the  constitution  of  1846  was  adopted, 
nor  was  tlie  provision  violated  eontiiined  in  any  statute  in  exist- 
ence rit  that  lime.  It  is  true  tliat  the  common  law  remedy  by 
writ  ol'  nuisance  was  relaineil,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
statute.  2  iJev.  Stat.  333,  second  edition.  In  that  proceeding 
tlie  jury,  if  the  court  so  ordered,  could  view  the  premij^es,  and  it 
the  plaintiff  prevaikd,  the  juugment  followed  that  the  nuisance 
be  i\  moved,  and  that  he  recover  his  damages.  So,  in  all  actions 
founded  njum  damages  resulting  from  a  nuisance,  the  trial  by 
jurv  prevaikd.  There  was  a  distinction,  however,  between  a 
common  and  a  private  nuisance.  On  account  of  the  former  no 
action  would  lie  by  an  individual  unless  he  suffered  some  extra- 
ordinary damage  beyond  the  rest  of  the  jwople,  or  some  jjeculiar 
or  special  injury,  in  which  case  he  should  have  a  private  satis- 
faction by  action.  3  lil.  Com  220;  Lamintj  v.  Smithy  4  Wend. 
9,  per  Wai.W(»i:tii,  Ch. ;  Willard's  Kq.  339  ;  Penniman  v.  X.  Y. 
Jkdance  ( t>.,  1:^  ilow.  i V.  It.  40  ;  Ilrd^rr  v.  S^^me,  id.  549. 

The  statute  of  1:^41)  is  a  remedial  statute,  in  the  nature  of  a 
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polico  regulation,  designed  for  the  protection  of  life  and  prop- 
erty, and  the  penalties  imposed  for  a  violation  of  it  arc  given  to 
the  fire  department  exclusively.  The  consequences  of  such  vio- 
lation may  be  highly  penal.  The  accused,  as  we  have  seen,  may 
be  punished  by  lino,  and  his  property  destroyed,  when  the  pro- 
ceeding is  by  indictment;  and  when  by  action,  the  penalty  may 
he  recovered  and  the  property  destrt>yed.  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary,  in  dis]>osiug  of  the  exception  taken,  to  consider  how  far 
it  is  afibcted  by  the  constitutional  provision,  that  no  person  shall 
be  deprived  of  his  projwrty  without  due  process  of  law,  because 
I  think  it  may  be  disposed  of  on  the  fii-st  constitutional  right  or 
privilege  suggested.  It  is  said  by  A.  S.  Johnson,  J.,  in  Wyne^ 
hamer  v.  The  People,  (3  Kernau,  420),  in  reference  to  the  first 
part  of  art.  1,  §  2  of  the  constitution,  viz.:  "The  trial  by  jury 
in  all  cases  in  which  it  has  heretofore  been  used  shall  remain  in- 
violate forever,"  that  the  expi-ession  "  in  all  cases  in  which  it  has 
heretofore  been  used"  is  generic.  That  it  does  not  limit  the  right 
to  the  mere  instances  in  which  it  had  been  used,  but  extends  it 
to  such  new  and  like  cases  as  might  afterward  arise,  and  illus- 
trates  this  view  by  stating  that  felonies  were  tried  by  a  jury,  and 
if  a  new  felony  were  created,  it  must  be  tried  in  that  way.  Tho 
application  of  that  principle  disposes  of  the  question  in  hand.  A 
common  nuisance  is  a  misdemeanor,  and  indictable  at  common 
law,  (Wharton's  Cr.  Law,  4),  but  the  indictment  was  not  triable 
in  the  Special  Sessions,  (2  Eev.  Stat.  711,  §  1;  id.  714,  §  22); 
and  when  an  action  was  brought  by  an  individual  to  recover 
damages  resulting  from  a  common  nuisance,  the  action  proceeded 
according  to  the  course  of  the  commen  law,  and  there  was  a  trial 
by  jury.  The  violation  complained  of  in  this  action  is  declared 
a  common  nuisance,  and  the  statute  declaring  it  has  not  pre- 
scribed the  mode  of  trial,  llio  rule,  applicable  to  an  action  by 
an  individual  for  damages  occasioned  by  a  common  nuisance, 
would  apply  to  a  trial  to  recover  a  penalty  imposed  by  the  stat- 
ute, at  which  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  a  jury  in  a  jus- 
tice's court,  if  demanded.  Act  of  1813,  vol.  2,  Hevised  Laws, 
870,  §  95 ;  2  Revised  Statutes,  242,  §  98.    And  at  all  events,  in 
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a  court  of  record,  proceeding  according  to  the  course  of  the  com- 
mon law.  2  Bev.  Stat  409,  §  4.  This  action,  then,  regarded  as 
one  at  law  to  recover  a  penalty  or  to  remove  a  nuisance,  is  an 
addition  to  a  class  of  ofifences  and  actions  well  known  and  de- 
fined, and  in  which  the  mode  of  trial  was  by  jury,  and  was  well 
known  and  in  use  prior  to  the  constitution  of  1846.  It  is  no  an- 
swer io  the  conclusion  thus  expressed  that  the  Court  of  Chancery 
had  jurisdiction  to  restrain  and  abate  a  nuisance,  and  that  having 
acquired  jurisdiction  for  any  purpose,  that  court  retained  it  gen* 
e^all3^  The  power  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  interfere  in  cases 
of  nuisance  cannot  be  doubted,  although  it  is  stated  as  an  ele- 
mentary rule,  that  in  many  of  the  cases  indictable  as  common 
nuisances,  courts  of  equity  have  no  cognizance,  (Willard's  Equity, 
389 ;  Eden  on  Injunctions,  160) ;  and  it  seems  that  the  relief  in 
equity  was  confined  to  the  restraint  or  abatement  of  the  nuisance. 
A  prayer  for  damages  would  be  stricken  out.  Brady  v.  Weeks^ 
3  Barb.  S.  C.  Rep.  167.  The  courts  did  not  always  interfere  in 
cases  of  common  nuisance.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  Rex 
V.  Justices  of  Dorset,  (15  East  594),  refused  to  interfere,  and  left 
the  party  to  his  remedy  by  indictment  These  authorities  are 
referred  to  not  for  the  pur|X)se  of  questioning  tlie  power  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  where  its  interposition  was  asked  in  cases  of 
nuisance,  but  to  show  that  there  was  a  distinction  between  com- 
mon and  private  nuisances  recognized  in  that  court  But  con- 
ceding this  power  in  cases  of  nuisance,  public  and  private,  the 
history  of  tnat  jurisdiction,  and  all  the  cases  wherein  it  was  em- 
ployed, will  show  that  it  was  exercised  by  injunction,  and  on 
bills  filed  expressly  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  that  process, 
(2  Story's  Eq.,  §§  923,  924,  925;  Eden  on  Injunctions,  157; 
Willard's  Eq.  Jur.  388) ;  and  there  are  no  instances  to  be  found 
in  which  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  assumed  jurisdiction  to  abate 
a  nuisance,  and  decree  a  {penalty  or  damages  for  its  creation.  As 
we  have  seen,  {Brady  v.  Weeks,  stipra),  the  Supreme  Court  of  this 
state,  acting  as  a  court  of  equity,  struck  out  the  prayer  for  dam- 
ages as  multifarious. 

I  think  it  may  also  be  said  of  this  and  kindred  actions,  that 
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they  are  not  in  their  nature  such  as  would  induce  the  interfe- 
rence of  a  court  of  equity.  The  plaintiffs  have  not  suflfered 
any  injury,  special  or  peculiar,  and  the  building  itself  would 
not,  as  such,  occasion  injury  to  the  plaintifis.  Penniman  v. 
New  York  Balance  Company ;  HecJcer  v.  Same,  supra.  The 
nuisance  is  neither  prejudicial  to  health  nor  oSbnsive  to  the 
senses,  and  does  not  present  any  of  the  features  of  a  nuisance 
known  to  equity  or  the  common  law.  But  without  further  pur- 
suing this  view,  there  are  considerations  which  claim  our  atten- 
tion, and  which  arise  from  the  pleadings  and  the  statute  in 
reference  to  which  they  were  framed.  The  plaintiffs  claim  a 
penalty  and  the  removal  of  the  nuisance.  They  do  not  ask  for 
an  injunction,  and  none  in  fact  was  necessary.  The  buildings 
had  been  erected  when  the  action  was  commenced.  The  mischief 
was  done,  and  there  was  no  reason  or  ground  for  an  injunction. 
An  injunction  would  have  accomplished  nothing,  and  would  not 
have  been  granted  on  the  complaint.  There  was  nothing  to  re- 
strain. The  action  is  in  form,  therefore,  an  action  at  law  in 
which,  by  the  statute,  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled,  on  proving  the 
complaint,  to  double  relief,  viz.:  judgment  for  the  penalty 
claimed,  and  that  the  nuisance  be  removed.  The  complaint  does 
not  seek  the  aid  of  equity  jurisdiction,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  case  which  calls  for  its  interposition.  The  judgment  demand' 
ed  and  rendered  would  not  have  been  granted  by  a  court  of  equity 
prior  to  the  constitution  of  1846. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  complaint  and  nothing  in  the  case 
which,  in  either  branch  of  it,  necessarily  forms  the  ground  of 
equity  jurisdiction,  and  when  tliat  is  the  case,  the  right  of  trial 
by  jury  is  absolute  and  cannot  be  denied,  ((rrea5on  v.  Keteltas^ 
17  N.  Y.  Rep.  491),  while  the  whole  scope  of  the  action  is  cer- 
tainly not  of  equity  cognizance.  Ilaving  thus  considered  the 
complaint  and  the  case  made,  if  we  turn  to  the  statute  of  1849, 
{suprd)^  we  find  that  the  power  to  restrain  in  these  cases  thereby 
given,  is  not  conferred  upon  the  Supreme  Court  and  this  court 
as  courts  of  equity,  but  in  addition  to  the  power  already  pos- 
sessed to  enforce  the  penalty ;  which  power  to  enforce  the  pen 
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ally  vva^  v^  it:  exercised  aocoruing  to  the  course  of  ibe  commoQ 
l:i*-,  an  I  bv  -a -iich  ovuxse  a  jiirr  iriiJ  was  a  hgiii  secured.  The 
laiig^i'ige  of  th'.'  sUiiuu;  sLowe  UiBi  the  inieniion  of  the  legisla- 
ture  was  *jj  coifer  upoii  tue  coaris  named  a  special  jurisdiction 
ill  ac:ioL5  to  be  bro  ajL:  by  the  plaintiffs  fur  the  recovery  of  the 
penalties  i::.po^l  for  violations  of  its  provisions.  If  the  pea* 
ally  was  i.^  ilic::  incurred,  thtrn  tije  statute  was  violated,  and  a 
coininori  n'ii.san*x;  prove  i  to  have  been  created.  The  court 
might  thou  direc:  the  building  to  be  removed.  The  inquiry  as 
to  the  I'enalty  would  necessarily  determine  the  question  of  nui« 
sance,  and  thus  present  to  the  court  all  the  elements  requisite  for 
the  julgmci.t  to  t'C  <:iven.  This  comprehensive  provision  as  to 
the  judgment  to  be  granted  did  not  change  the  character  of  thy 
action,  but  eniargt^d  the  relief  to  be  granted.  My  oonclusioni 
are  therefore  as  follows : 

1.  That  although  prior  to  the  constitution  of  1816,  a  court  ol 
equity  had  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  nuisance,  and  although  thin 
cr>url  posscsiscs  general  law  and  equity  jurisdiction,  the  complaint 
herein  dot:s  not,  by  any  averment  made  or  relief  asked,  seek  the 
aid  of  equity  jurisdiction. 

2.  That  in  these  actions  this  court  acts  as  a  court  of  law  ex- 
clusively. 

S.  That  if  it  docs  not  so  act,  then  this  action  is  in  form  an 
action  at  law ;  and 

4.  That  in  either  point  of  view  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
a  trial  by  jury  on  all  the  issues  presented. 

The  judgment  should  therefore  be  reversed 

Daly,  First  Judge. — This  is  not  a  case  in  which  a  trial  by  jury 
could  be  waived,  unless  by  the  consent  of  the  parties;  nor  does 
it  come  within  the  class  of  cases  specified  in  the  Code  as  triable 
by  a  jury ;  but  it  is  nevertheless  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  unless  ic 
is  a  case  where  the  remedy  sought  is  of  an  equitable  nature, 
analogous  to  those  of  which  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  for- 
merly take  cognizance,  and  could  alone  a£Ebrd  the  entire  reUef 
asked.    It  is  not^  in  my  judgment,  a  case  of  that  nature  or  kind. 
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A  court  of  cLancery  would  not  interfere  where  tbere  was  an 
ample  remedy  at  law.  It  would  interpose  by  injuuction  to  re- 
strain parties  from  creating  or  continuing  a  nuisance^  because  it 
could  alone  afibrd  that  remedy.  If  an  erection  was  begun,  which 
was  or  would  become  a  nuisance,  it  would  restrain  the  party 
firom  the  further  prosecution  of  the  work,  but  it  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  compel  him  to  undo  what  was  done,  unless  the  fact  of  the 
nuisance  was  established  by  an  action  at  law.  Bradford  v.  The 
JIandiesier,  Sheffield  and  Lincolnshire  Railway  Co.^  8  Eng.  Law  and 
Eq.  K.  143.  In  the  qscsq  cited,  the  defendants  commenced  the 
erection  of  a  wall  by  which  the  water  was  prevented  from  flow- 
ing up  to  the  plaintiff's  mill,  which  diverting  or  stopping  off  of 
water  running  to  another's  mill  or  meadow,  is,  by  the  common 
law,  a  nuisance.  V.  N.  B.  184 ;  2  Eq.  Abr.  622,  pi.  3.  Sir  J. 
Parkkr,  the  vice  chancellor,  granted  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendants  IKim  the  further  prosecution  of  the  work,  but 
said  that  he  could  not  make  them  undo  anything  actually  done. 
The  instances  of  the  interposition  of  the  court  upon  the  subject 
of  nuisance,  says  Lord  Eldon,  in  The  Attorney  General  y.  Cleaver ^ 
(18  Ves.  217),  are  very  confined  and  rare;  and  he  remarks 
further,  upon  the  authority  of  Lord  Ualk,  that  the  question  of 
nuisance,  whether  public  or  private,  unless  it  be  the  obstruction 
of  a  highway  or  of  a  harbor,  is  a  question  of  fact,  which  must 
be  tried  by  a  jury,  and  tliat  though  the  court  might  entertain  a 
suit  to  abate  a  nuisance,  it  would  be  bound  to  try  the  fact  by  the 
intervention  of  a  jury.  But  in  Wilier  v.  *SWa/ou,  (1  Cox,  102), 
the  court  went  further  than  this.  It  was  a  suit  iu  equity  to  com 
pel  the  defendant  to  pull  down  and  remove  certain  works  which 
obstructed  the  plaintiff's  mill,  and  to  restrain  him  from  erecting 
new  ones,  and  it  was  held  that  the  bill  would  not  lie,  until  the 
right  was  first  established  by  an  action  at  law. 

This  action  is  not  to  prevent  or  restrain  the  defendant  frono: 
doing  anything,  but  to  compel  him  to  take  down  and  remove  a 
building  which  he  has  erected,  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  a  nui- 
annce,  and  to  recover  a  statute  penalty.  A  penalty  is  recoverable 
by  an  action  at  law,  and  it  is  very  plain,  upon  the  authority  of 
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Wilier  V.  Smeaton^  that  a  bill  in  equity  would  not  lie  to  compel 
the  taking  down  and  removal  of  a  building  as  a  nuisance,  udIcbs 
the  &ct  of  its  being  one  was  first  established  in  an  action  at  law. 
When  the  fact  was  ascertained  by  a  recovery  in  an  action  at  law, 
the  court  would  lend  its  aid  to  compel  its  removal,  as  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  other  remedy  at  law  but  to  bring  successive  actions 
upon  the  case  for  damages,  the  assise  of  nuisance  and  the  writ 
quod permittat  prosternere,  by  which  a  nuisance  might  be  removed, 
having  been  abolished  by  statute.  But  in  this  state  there  was  a 
full  and  ample  remedy  at  law,  without  resorting  to  a  court  of 
equity ;  as  in  the  action  of  nui.^'ance,  under  the  Revised  Statutes^ 
the  plaintiff  had  judgment,  not  only  for  his  damages,  but  that 
the  nuisance  be  removed ;  a  provision  which  the  Code  has  re- 
tained, (§  454).  He  had  no  occasion  to  go  into  a  court  of  equity, 
except  in  cases  where  it  could  alone  afford  relief  by  an  injunc- 
tion to  prevent  or  restrain. 

If  the  buildings  owned  by  the  defendant  are  in  violation  of 
the  act  of  1849,  they  nre,  by  the  statute,  a  common  nuisance, 
and  the  defendant  is  subject  to  certain  penalties  for  causing  them 
to  be  erected.  By  §§  25,  30,  and  31,  of  the  act,  the  penalty 
may  be  enforced  in  this  court,  or  in  the  supreme  court,  by  an 
action  to  be  brought  by  the  fire  department,  in  which  action  the 
court  may,  in  addition  to  giving  judgment  for  the  penalty,  also 
adjudge  and  decree  that  the  building  be  taken  down  and  re- 
moved, which  decree  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  exe- 
cute. There  is  nothing  in  this  action  of  exclusive  equitable 
cognizance.  It  is  to  compel  the  removal  of  a  common  nuisance, 
antl  to  recover  a  penalty  incurred  by  creating  it.  The  remedy 
sought  by  the  removal  of  a  nuisance  was  one  that  was  obtainable 
in  this  state,  when  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  in  existence,  by  an 
action  at  law,  in  which  full  and  adequate  relief  was  afforded 
without  resorting  to  a  court  of  equity  at  all,  and  one  that  the 
EngHsli  Court  of  Chancery  would  not  grant,  unless  the  existence 
of  tlie  nuisance  was  established  by  the  judgment  of  a  court  of 
law;  or,  according  to  Lord  Eluon",  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  I 
therefore  concur  with  Judge  Bhauy.  tliat  it  is  an  action  in  which 
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a  trial  by  jury  could  not  be  dispensed  with,  unless  with  the  de* 
fondant's  consent  The  case  cited  by  the  plaintiff,  {Jesus  OoUege 
V.  Bloom,  8  Atk.  262),  instead  of  being  an  authority  for  him,  is 
directly  against  him.  It  is  very  true,  that  if  a  court  of  equity 
has  acquired  jurisdiction,  that  it  will,  to  avoid  multiplicity  of 
suits,  embrace  other  matters  connected  with  or  growing  out  of 
the  subject,  though  they  may  be  cognizable  in  courts  of  law,  un- 
less they  embrace  objects  so  diverse  and  different,  as  to  be  liable 
to  the  objection  of  multi&riousness.  Lord  Hardwicke  conse- 
quently said,  in  that  case,  that  where  an  injunction  would  be 
allowed  to  stay  waste,  and  waste  had  been  already  committed, 
the  court  would  decree  an  account  and  satisfaction  for  what  was 
past,  but  he  dismissed  the  bill  because  the  plaintiff  did  not  ask 
an  injunction  to  restrain,  but  his  bill  was  for  an  account  and  a 
satis&ction.  There  was,  in  that  case,  as  it  is  in  this,  no  element 
of  equity  jurisdiction,  for  the  plaintiff  could  obtain  all  that  he 
sought  by  an  action  at  law. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Timothy  F.  Quinn  v.  Albert  S.  Case  and  others. 

It  is  the  aottied  practice  of  the  coorts  to  open  a  default  arialDg  from  a  fidlare  to  an- 
swer, on  the  defendant  swearing  to  merits  and  paying  coeta 

A  party  is  ontitlod  to  relief  against  the  consequences  of  an  irregularity  in  the  service 
of  a  paper  during  the  progress  of  a  cause;  but  the  terms  upon  which  such  relief 
will  bo  granted,  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge  who  hears  the  application 
therefor. 

If  an  order  refusing  an  application  for  reliefj  in  effect  determines  the  action,  and 
prevents  a  judgment  from  which  an  appeal  might  bo  taken,  it  may  be  reviewed 
at  general  term,  upon  an  appeal,  as  a  matter  of  right 

But  where  an  application  for  relief  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  jadge  hear- 
ing it,  his  decision  cannot  be  reviewed,  upon  appeal,  without  a  oertifiotfee,  under 
the  rule  of  tliis  court,  of  March  22d,  185L 

Appeal  from  an  order,  at  special  term,  denying  a  motion  for 
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leave  to  serve  an  answer.  The  action  was  commenced  by  the 
service  of  a  summons  and  complaint  The  complaint  stated  that 
the  defendants  were  bankens,  ond  that  Edward  McGnire,  assign- 
or of  the  plaintifi^  opened  an  account,  and  had  dealings  with 
them,  upon  which  defendants  became  indebted  to  him  in  a 
l>alance  of  $3,899.86,  which  the}*  had  refused  to  pay.  It  also 
alleged  an  assignment  of  this  claim  to  the  plaintiff. 

Before  the  time  to  answer  had  expired,  the  defendants'  attor- 
neys procured  an  order  extending  their  time.  This  order  was 
served  on  the  plaintiff  *s  attorney,  but  was  not  accompanied  br 
a  copy  of  the  affidavit  on  which  it  was  granted.  The  plaintiff's 
attorney,  on  the  expiration  of  the  usual  twenty  days  allowel 
for  answering,  served  a  notice  of  taxation  of  costs.  The  defend- 
ants' attorneys  then  applied,  at  special  term,  for  leave  to  come 
in  and  defend.  The  motion  was  denied,  and  the  defendants 
appealed. 

It  appeared  by  the  affidavits  read  on  the  motion,  that  McGoire, 
the  assignor  of  the  plaintiff,  had  performed  work  in  local  im- 
provements for  the  city  of  Iloboken.  As  the  work  progrcsscJ 
the  officers  of  the  city  had,  from  time  to  time,  issued  to  McGuire 
"improvement  certilicates,"  so  called,  of  the  cit^'  of  Hoboken,  ia 
part  i.aynient.  The  certificates  so  issued,  during  the  progress  ol' 
the  work,  amounted  in  all  to  §5,390,  and  were  payable  bj  the 
treasurer  of  the  cit}',  in  ninet}'  days  from  their  date.  Upon  tbe 
conclusion  of  the  work  for  which  McGuire  was  employed,  h-' 
presented  a  bill  of  particulars  of  the  whole,  amounting  to  $8,90', 
but  giving  no  credit  for  tlie  partial  payments  previously  majk. 
Thrcugli  mistake,  the  mayor  and  city  clerk  issued  to  McGuire 
further  certificates  for  $8,909,  instead  of  deducting  the  §5,3f'0 
paid,  as  they  should  have  done.  It  was  charged  that  McGuire 
knew  of  the  error  at  the  time  of  the  last  payment ;  and  also  tbt 
he  wiis  afterwards,  and  before  the  assignment  of  the  claim  in  suit 
to  the  plaintiff,  notified  of  the  mistake  and  desired  to  correct  it, 
which  he  promised  to  do,  but  did  not. 

On  receiving  the  certilicates  in  question,  McGuire  sold  then 
to  the  defendants,  receiving,  from  time  to  time,  payments  fivr:: 
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them  on  account  of  the  purchase,  but  they,  having  been  notified 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  certificates  were  obtained  by  McGuire, 
and  that  the  city  of  Iloboken  would  contest  them,  withheld  fur- 
ther payments.  McGuire  then  assigned  his  claim  upon  them  for 
the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  to  the  present  plainti£ 

Denning  A  Hiisted,  for  the  appellant 

James  McGai/,  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  Court^  Hilton,  J. — The  defendants  appeal  from  an 
order,  made  at  special  t<5rm,  denj-ing  their  motion  for  leave  to 
serve  an  answer.  It  appears  that  before  the  time  for  answering 
the  complaint  expired,  the  defendants,  upon  a  proper  affidavit, 
obtained,  from  one  of  the  judges  of  this  court,  an  order  extend- 
ing the  time  to  answer  twenty  days.  This  order  was  served  on 
March  21,  1859,  the  day  of  its  date,  upon  tlic  plaintiff's  attor- 
iic}',  but  the  service  was  not  accompanied  with  the  affida\dt  on 
which  it  was  granted.  It  was  for  this  reason  disregarded,  (Code, 
§  405),  and  notice  of  taxation  was  given  of  the  plaintiff's  costs, 
evidently  preparatory  to  entering  the  judgment  Three  daj's 
after  the  order  was  thus  served,  the  defendants  served  a  copy  of 
the  affidavit,  but  subsequently,  fearing  the  plaintiff  would  disre- 
gard the  order  and  enter  judgment,  they  applied  for  leave  to 
serve  an  answer,  thus  treating  the  case  as  one  where  the  time  to 
answer  had  expired,  but  no  judgment  entered. 

Tlie  affidavits  presented  upon  the  motion  show  that  the  plain- 
tiff, as  assignee  of  one  McQuirc,  sues  to  recover  from  the  defend- 
ant^ who  are  brokers,  the  balance  due  upon  the  sale  by  McGuire 
to  them  of  certain  improvement  certificates  of  the  city  of  Hobo- 
ken,  which  were  issued  by  the  city  to  McGuire  under  a  mistake, 
and  were  received  by  him  with  a  full  knowledge  that  he  was  in 
T:o  way  entitled  to  them.  Or,  to  state  the  facts  with  more  dis- 
tinctness :  McGuire  had  done  certain  work  for  the  city,  for  which 
he  had  been  paid  on  account,  from  time  to  time,  as  it  progressed. 
When  it  was  finished,  he  presented  a  statement  of  the  whole  work 
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done,  and  on  which  he  was  paid,  by  the  officers  of  the  city,  the 
full  contract  price,  they  omitting,  by  mistake,  to  deduct  the  sums 
thus  previously  paid  on  account.  Some  months  after,  on  dis- 
covering the  mistikc,  they  applied  to  McGuiro  to  return  the  cer- 
tificates which  he  liad  thus  improperly  received.  He  then  made 
no  claim  that  he  was  entitled  to  them,  and  promised  to  arrange 
the  matter.  This  he  neglected  to  do ;  on  the  contrary,  he  there- 
after transferred  to  the  plaintiff  the  balance  remaining  due  from 
the  sale  of  tlie  certificates  to  the  defendants. 

The  cit}'  of  Iloboken  has  given  actual  notice  to  the  defendants 
that  they  would  not  pay  the  certificates  thus  obtained,  and  a  no* 
tice  has  been  published  in  the  newspapers,  to  the  effect,  that  as 
the  certificates  were  issued  through  mistake  and  without  consid- 
eration, they  would  not  be  paid,  and  cautioning  the  public  against 
negotiating  or  purcha<^ing  them.  And  it  is  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  time  he  accepted  the  assignment  of  the  claim  for 
which  this  action  is  brought,  had  a  full  knowledge  of  all  these 
facts. 

Upon  these  circumstances,  which,  if  proved  at  the  trial,  would 
seem  suflicient  to  constitute  a  valid  defence  to  this  action,  being 
shown  by  affidavits,  I  think  the  judge  at  S}>ecial  term  erred  ia 
refusing  the  defendants  leave  to  answer,  thus,  in  effect,  determin- 
ing the  action,  and  preventing  a  judgment  from  which  an  appeal 
might  be  taken.  Code,  §  349,  sub.  4.  This  was  not  a  case 
where  a  party  was  asking  to  have  a  judgment  vacated,  and  thai 
he  be  let  in  to  defend  upon  the  merits,  the  determination  of  whicli 
appliciition  might  rest,  in  some  degree,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
judge,  and  therefore  might  not  be  reviewable  upon  appeal,  with- 
out a  certificate,  under  the  rule  of  March  22,  1851 ;  but  it  was 
the  ordinary'  case  of  a  party  committing  an  irregularity  in  a  ser- 
vice of  a  paper,  and  against  which  he  was  entitled  to  be  relieved, 
upon  such  terms,  however,  as  would  be  proper  under  the  circum* 
stances.  Quidc  v.  iferrill^  3  Caiae's,  133 ;  Bander  v.  Covill^  4 
Cowen,  00. 

It  has  long  been  the  settled  practice  of  the  courts  to  set  aside 
a  dclault,  on  the  defendant  swearing  to  merits  and  paying  cost*; 


i 


NEW  YORK-JUNE,  1869.  471 


Q  liun  V.  Case. 


{Davetiport  v.  Ferris,  6  John.  131 ;  Tallinadge  v.  Slocktorij  14  John. 
842) ;  and  in  Hanford  v.  McXair  (2  Wend.  286,)  the  court  went  so 
far  as  to  hold,  that,  upon  a  motion  to  open  a  default,  the  ordi- 
nary affidavit  of  merits  could  not  be  contradicted. 

Here,  there  is  not  only  the  usual  affidavit  of  merits  presented, 
but,  in  addition,  circumstances  are  shown  which,  if  uncontra- 
dioted,  clearly  make  out  a  substantial  defence. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — I  did  not  fully  understand  this  case  when 
the  motion  was  made  for  leave  to  put  in  an  answer.  Upon 
reading  the  affidavit  now,  I  find  that  there  is  sufficient  in  the 
conduct  of  McGuire  to  support  the  allegation  that  he  obtained 
the  certificates  fraudulently.  The  great  excess  over  the  amount 
due  him,  which  was  $3,519,  for  which  he  received  certificates 
for  $8,909,  or  $5,3U0  more  than  he  was  entitled  to ;  his  haste 
to  get  the  signature  of  the  mayor,  his  subsequent  recognition  ot 
the  fact  that  he  had  been  overpaid,  and  his  promises  to  go  over 
to  Hoboken  and  arrange  the  matter,  which  he  never  kept ;  are 
circumstances  from  which  it  may  be  inferred  that  he  disposed  ot 
the  certificates  to  the  defendants  with  a  knowledge  that  he  was 
not  entitled  to  $5,890  of  the  amount  they  represented.  That,  in 
the  sale  of  them  to  the  dcfendiints,  he  dishonestly  conceided  the 
&cts  which,  if  disclosed,  would  have  enabled  the  defendants  to 
know  that  what  they  were  purchasing  was  improperly  obtained 
by  McGuirc  from  the  corporation  of  Hoboken.  There  may  be 
5ome  difficulty  in  the  defendants'  setting  up  a  defence,  unless 
the  Hoboken  corporation  are  made  parties ;  but  I  quite  agree 
with  Judge  Hilton  that  the  defendants*  rights  should  not  be 
summarily  disposed  of  upon  a  motion  like  this.  That  there  is 
quite  enough  in  the  affidavit  to  show  a  dishonest  attempt  on  the 
part  of  McGuire  and  his  assignee,  who  is  alleged  to  have  knowl- 
edge of  the  fact,  to  obtain,  either  from  the  defendants  or  the 
corporation  of  Hoboken,  a  large  sum  of  money  to  which  they 
know  they  have  no  claim. 

Order  api>caled  from  reversed,  and  defendants  iwrmittod  lo 
atiswer  ui)on  payment  of  §10  costs  of  the  motion  at  special  term. 
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Ephraim  S.  Dalton  v.  John  C.  Daniels. 

Where  a  custom  is  shown  to  exist  in  a  particolar  trade  or  business,  parties  engaged 
in  the  business  ore  presumed  to  contract  with  reference  to  the  custom,  unless  it 
is  otherwise  expressly  agreed. 

But  a  usiigre  of  trade  cannot  be  shown  which  contravenes  an  established  rule  of  law, 
or  is  in  opposition  to  the  terms  of  an  express  contract. 

On  a  sale  of  liquor  in  barrels,  a  deficiency  in  the  quantity  sold  was  shown,  accord- 
ing to  a  custom  in  the  trade,  by  which  one  barrel  in  ever}*  ton  is  examined  and 
measured,  and  an  estimate  made  of  the  whole,  based  on  a  measurement  thus 
made ;  Jhld.  that  the  custom,  not  being  contrary  to  law,  was  valid. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  die  First  District  Court,  in  fitvor 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of 
140  gallons  of  liquor,  being  a  deficicncj  in  quantity  on  a  sale  of 
liquor,  in  barrels,  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  The  sale 
"was  made  by  the  number  of  gallons  marked  on  the  outside  of 
each  barrel ;  but,  after  delivery,  tlic  actual  quantity  was  asoer- 
laincd,  according  to  a  usage  of  the  trade,  by  which  one  barrel  is 
taken  from  every  ten,  and  measured,  and  an  estimate  made  of 
the  whole  quantity  founded  on  such  a  measurement  In  this 
way  it  was  found  that  there  was  a  deficiency  in  the  quantity  sold 
of  140  gallons,  for  which  the  plaintiff  brought  suit,  and  after 
proving  a  measurement  in  this  manner,  and  showing  that  both 
parties  were  dealers  in  liquors,  rested  his  case  at  the  trial.  The 
defendant  claimed  that  an  actual  measurement  of  each  barrel 
must  be  show!!  before  a  recovery  could  bo  had,  and  that  au 
alleged  deficiency  could  not  be  established  in  any  other  way.  Tb9 
justice  held  otherwise ;  and  having  given  judgment  for  the  pMn 
tiff,  the  defendant  appealed. 

Milkr,  Peel  &  Nichols,  for  the  appellant 

John  IL  McCurni  and  C,  Fine,  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Courr,  IjHady,  J. — This  action  w;us  brought  to  recovei 
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for  an  alleged  deficiency  in  the  quantity  of  a  lot  of  liquors,  sold 
in  barrels  by  the  defendant  to  the  plain tiflF.  The  deficiency  was 
ascertained  by  the  examination  of  ten  barrels  out  of  one  hundred 
barrels  and  of  eight  barrels  out  of  seventy-five  barrels — the  for- 
mer being  made  by  an  inspector  of  liquors,  and  the  latter  by  a 
ganger  or  measurer  of  liquors.  The  mode  of  ascertaining  the 
deficiency  was  as  follows :  one  barrel  out  of  every  ten,  and  ten 
barrels  out  of  every  hundred,  taken  promiscuously,  were  exam- 
ined by  sealed  measure,  and  an  estimate,  based  upon  tliat  meas- 
urement^  was  made  as  to  the  whole  number.  The  barrels,  it  was 
also  proved,  did  not  hold  out  according  to  the  original  marks  on 
them,  and  for  the  reason,  it  would  seem,  that  the  heads  were 
unusually  thick.  Having  proved  the  deficiency,  in  the  manner 
stated,  of  100  barrels,  the  plaintiffs  counsel  asked  the  following 
question :  Is  there  any  custom  in  the  liquor  trade  whereby  the 
measurement  of  barrels  is  arrived  at  b}'  measuring  certain  num- 
bers out  of  a  larger  lot,  and  determining  the  measurement  of  the 
whole  lot  b}'  averaging  those  measured,  and  if  so,  what  id  that 
custom  ?  The  question  was  objected  to  because  the  wit»iess  was 
incompetent,  and  because  the  custom  was  not  legal,  and  could 
not  be  sustained,  if  proved.  The  objection  was  overruled,  and 
the  defendant  excepted.  The  witness  answered  that  tlicrc  was 
such  a  custom,  which  was  to  measure  ten  barrels  out  of  every 
hundred,  and  in  that  proportion,  taken  promiscuously,  in  order 
to  ascertain  the  contents  or  measurement  of  the  whole  lot,  and 
the  witness  said,  in  addition,  "  We  never  measure  the  whole 
lot."  The  question  and  answer  here  statetl  are  not  so  stated 
for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  exception  tiiken,  but  to  show 
what  the  custom  was  in  fact.  The  exception  was  abandoned 
by  the  defendant's  counsel  subsequently  admitting  that  the  cus- 
tom proved  existed,  and  that  the  defendant  knew  of  it ;  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  still  insisting,  however,  that  the  custom  was 
illegal,  and  could  not  be  sustained.  The  question  presented 
therefore,  on  this  ap{)eal,  on  these  facts,  is  whether  there  was 
Bufllcient  evidence  of  the  deficiency  claimed,  or,  in  other  words, 
whether  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  prove  by  the  ac- 
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tual  measurement  of  each  barrel,  the  deficiency  thereo£  The 
question  is  simple,  and  may  be  readily  and  speedily  disposed  of. 
It  is  a  well  settled  principle  of  law,  that  where  a  custom  exists  iu 
reference  to  a  particular  trade  or  business,  and  the  parties  en- 
gaged in  tLat  business  know  of  the  custom,  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  tlieir  contracts  are  made  iu  reference  to  it,  unless  expressly 
excluded  by  them,  {Allen  v.  Merdiants^  Bank  N.  y.,  22  WenJ. 
215 ;  Story  on  Con.,  3d  ed.,  §  14,  651,  and  cases  cited ;  2  Smith's 
Tx^ading  Ca.^e.s,  G81,  682;  Hinion  v.  Locke,  5  Hill,  437:  2  Par- 
sons on  Con.,  49,  and  cases  cited ;  Bridgeport  Bank  v.  Dyer,  19 
C()wc»n,  140).  although  it  is  said  that  a  usage  of  trade  cauno: 
be  set  up  cither  to  contravene  an  established  rule  of  law,  or 
t<)  vary  tho  terms  of  an  express  contract.  Rankin  v.  Armr, 
Ins,  Ci,  1  Hal!,  619 ;  St>wall  v.  GiU),  1  Hall,  602 ;  Dunham  v. 
/>//,  16  .lohiis.  Kip. 307  ;  Ifjite  v.  Mutual  Safelf/  Ins.  G).,  1  Sandf. 
137;  lliniuit  V.  Locke,  5  Hill,  437;  2  Smith's  Leading  Cases, 
680;  Smith  V.  Lyues,  3  Sand.  S.  C.  E.  203 ;  *y.  C,  1  Selden,  41, 
on  appeal. 

The  eiustom  proved  and  admitted  did  not  contravene  any  es- 
tablished rule  of  law,  on  any  given  state  of  facts,  but  relate! 
simply  to  the  mode  of  ascertaining  a  fact  upon  which  a  rule  of 
hiw  i\\\'f\\i  be  declared.  The  contract  between  the  parties,  en- 
larged or  fully  exj^rcsscd  by  reference  to  the  custom  meutioueJ, 
would  be,  "  I  sell  you  a  number  of  barrels  of  liquor,  which  I  sav 
contain  a  certain  number  of  gallons,  statetl  on  this  bill,  but  tho 
exact  qnantity  may  be  ascertained  by  measuring  ten  out  of  every 
hundred  of  tlie  barrel.'*,  or  in  like  proportion  for  any  number, 
and  making  a  general  estimate  founded  upon  such  measurement.'' 
This  mode  of  ascertaining  the  quantity  Ls  reasonable  and  con- 
venient. It  is  equally  open  to  both  parties,  and  must  result 
often  in  a  saving  of  labor,  time  and  expense.  It  does  not  con- 
travene any  policy  or  principle  of  the  law,  and  is,  in  fact,  an 
agreement  that  as  to  quantity  both  seller  and  buyer  may,  by  a 
system  of  average,  determine  the  number  of  gallons  contained 
in  a  number  of  barrels,  witnout  gauging  or  measuring  each  one. 
As  a  commercial  usage,  it  seems  to  be  one  of  great  utility,  aod 
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80  far  as  the  evidence  given  in  this  case  illustrates  its  operation, 
it  subserves  the  ends  of  justice,  inasmuch  as  no  testimorij'  was 
offered  by  the  defendant  to  controvert  the  result  of  the  examina- 
tion by  the  plaintifTs  witnesses.     The  result  must  be  assumed  to 
be  correct,  and  the  plaintiffs  cause  fully  established.    The  au- 
thorities to  which  reference  has  been  made  present  not  only  the 
general  rules  governing  these  cases,  but  a  variety  of  illustrations 
in  their  application.    I  have  discoveretl  one  case,  however,  bear- 
ing more  directly  on  the  particular  point  in  question  than  any  I 
have  been  able  to  find.    Jiarton  v.  McKelway^  2  N.  Jer.  165. 
The  action  was  on  a  contract  to  deliver  a  number  of  inoris-mul- 
ticaulus  trees  of  "  not  less  than  one  foot  highy    It  was  held,  that 
it  might  be  shown  that  by  the  universal  usage  and  custom  of  deal- 
era  in  that  article,  the  length  was  measured  to  the  top  of  the  ripe 
wood,  rejecting  the  green,  immature  top.    See  also  conclusion  of 
note  in  2  Parsonsy  {supra),  page  54. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Oarl  Struver  and  others  v.  The  Oceak  Insurance  C!o. 

An  answer  consisting  of  averments^  fulsc  in  fact,  is  a  sliani  ploadinpr. 

A  pleading  is  irrelevant  which  consists  of  matter  having  no  substantial  relation  to 

the  subject  of  the  controversy. 
A  frivolous  answer  is  one  which,  assuming  its  contents  to  be  true,  presents  no  de* 

fence  to  the  action. 
Wliere  an  answer  states  faots  which,  if  properly  averred,  might  constitute  a  valid 

defence,  it  will  not  bo  stricken  out  as  sham,  irrelevant,  or  frivolous. 
Defective  averments  in  a  pleading  should  be  taken  advantage  of  by  demurrer. 

Appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term  striking  out  the 
defendants*  answer  as  frivolous  and  irrelevant,  and  giving  judg- 
ment  for  the  plaintiffs,  unless  an  amended  answer  was  served 
within  five  days.  The  defendants  declined  to  serve  an  amended 
answer,  and  appealed  from  the  order. 
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Charles  B,  CroniweU^  for  the  appellants. 

Lane  d  Roelker,  for  the  respondentflb 

By  the  Court,  Brady,  J. — The  plaintiffs  have  mistaken  their 
remed}'.    They  should  have  either  demurred  to,  or  moved  to  make 
the  first  defence  set  up  in  the  answer  more  definite  and  certain. 
The  substance  of  this  part  of  the  auswer,  if  well  pleaded,  would 
be  a  defence  to  some  part  of  the  plaintifi^'  claim.    If  the  notes 
were  given  in  jjaymcnt  of  a  claim  arising  upon  a  policy  of  in- 
surance fraudulently  procured,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  succeed 
The  question  of  consideration  is  always  open  between  the  orig 
inal  parties  to  a  promissory  note.     The  distinctions  between  a 
sliain,  irrelevant^  and  frivolous  answer,  are  settled  b>^  many  au- 
thorities which  will  be  found  collected  under  sections  152  and 
247  of  iht'  Code.     V(.x)rhies'  ed.  1857.    A  sham  answer  is  one 
that  is  false  in  fact.     A  plea-ling  is  irrelevant  which  has  no  sub- 
stantiiil  rt'lalioii  to  the  controversy  Ixitween  the  parties  to  the 
action;  and  a  frivolous  answer  is  one  which,  assuming  its  con- 
contents  to  be  truv*,  presents  no  defence  to  the  action.     An  an- 
swer, liowcver,  wliieli  is  i^y  framed  that  it  does  not  set  up  a  valid 
defence,  but  wliieli  states  facts  that  nifiy,  by  being  pru^^ jily  aver- 
red, constitute  a  defence,  will  not  bo  struck  out  as  sham,  irrele- 
vant, or  frivolous,  but  it  may  be  demurred  to.     Alfred  v.  Walhuf^^ 
1  C(Kle  llep.  (X.  S.)  343.     The  answer  in  this  action  may  be 
stated  thus :  As  to  $2,500  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim,  the  plaintiffs  are 
not  entitled  to  a  recovery  because  they  obtained  a  policy  upon  a 
vessel  they  knew  to  be  unsoawortliy  and  did  not  disclose  the 
fact,  and  as  to  the  balance  it  is  for  notes  given  in  settlement  of  a 
chiim  arising  upon  a  i)olicy  and  for  a  loss  represented  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  be  a  total  loss  which  was  not  true,  but  on  the  con 
trary,  the  plaintiffs  sold  the  vessel  insured,  and  appropriated  the 
proceeds  without  accounting.    K  these  facts  were  well  pleaded, 
it  seems  to  me  that  they  constitute  a  defence  to  the  action.    It  is 
not  an  answer  to  this  view  that  the  defendants  do  not  show  an 
organization  which  gives  power  to  insure.     The  plaintiffs  have 
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described  them  as  an  insurance  company  and  have  alleged  their 
incorporation.  Nor  is  it  an  answer  that  the  notes  are  a  payment 
of  the  loss,  for  the  reason  that  the  defence,  if  good  at  all,  is  one 
of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiflS,  and  that  defence  is  not  pre- 
cluded bj'  the  settlement. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — ^I  agree  with  Judge  Brady,  that  this 
auswer  sliould  not  have  been  stricken  out  as  irrelevant  and  friv- 
olous, but  that  the  question  of  its  insufficiency  should  have  been 
raised  by  demurrer.  I  shall  not^  therefore,  discuss  the  question 
whether  there  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  fraud  contained  in  the 
answer,  to  release  the  defendants  from  the  effect  of  an  adjustment 
and  settlement  of  the  loss  by  the  giving  of  their  promissory  notes, 
or  the  other  matters  relied  upon  as  a  defeoce,  as  I  have  already  in- 
timated my  views  upon  the  motion  below,  and  it  would  not  be 
proper  again  to  consider  and  review  the  matter  until  after  the 
defendants  have  been  heard  upon  the  demurrer. 

Order  appealed  from  reversed,  with  costSL 


John  Sexton  v.  Samuel  Fleet,  and  Catharine  Fleet 

HIS  WIFE. 

In  an  action  broug^it  to  reach  the  aeparate  estate  of  a  married  woman,  the  complaint 
alleged  tlie  making  of  a  promissory  note  by  the  husband^  the  guaranty  thereof  by 
the  wife,  the  protest  of  the  note,  and  notioo  tiiereof  to  her.  Also  that,  at  tlie 
making  of  the  guaranty,  she  pa«sQ!Wc-d  a  separate  estate ;  that  the  note  was  given 
by  the  husband  in  payment  for  services  rendered  thereto  In  the  erection  of  a 
building,  Ac. ;  that  the  guaranty  was  accepted  on  the  credit  of  such  estate,  and 
tliat  the  note  thus  guaranteed  had  been  duly  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff.  Ileldf  bad 
on  demnirer. 

A  married  woman  cannot  contract  by  g^ranty,  and  as  the  only  cause  of  action 
alleged  against  her  was  U{ion  such  a  c-ontract,  and  not  upon  any  equitable  obliga- 
tion or  demand,  the  payment  of  which  would  be  enforced  out  of  her  sepante 
estate,  the  complaint  therefore  was  defbctive. 

A  cboM  in  action  may  be  transferred  by  parol  as  well  as  )>y  writing,  and  a  blank 
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indnrscmeDt  upon  a  written  instrument,  not  a  promiaBorj  note,  is  soiBcient  to 
p3ffl  all  interest  in  it 
Per  Bkady,  J. — In  an  action  against  a  married  woman,  her  separate  propertj  may 
be  reached  by  judgment  and  execution  in  the  ordinary  form,  and  in  the  sanM 
mxinuer  as  if  she  were  a  /  me  m^ 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendants  upon  a 
demurrer  to  the  eomplaint 

The  case  at  ppecial  term  was  heard  by  Jndge  Daly,  who  sus- 
tained the  demurrer  in  the  following  opinion : 

Daly,  First  Judge. — The  complaint  is  defective.  It  alleges 
that  the  defendant  Catharine  Fleet  was,  and  still  is,  possessed  of 
certain  property  and  real  estate  in  her  own  right,  and  as  her 
separate  estate  and  property,  and  prays  that  the  debt,  for  the  re* 
covcry  of  which  the  action  is  brought,  may  be  decreed  and  de- 
clared a  charge  upon  her  property  and  separate  estate ;  that  the 
]«laintiff  may  be  paid  the  amount  of  his  debt  out  of  the  same, 
together  with  his  cosfc*,  and  that  a  receiver  may  be  appointed  for 
that  pur]x>sc ;  and  that  her  separate  property  may  be  sold  under 
the  direction  of  the  court,  and  the  plaintiff  paid  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale. 

To  enable  the  court  to  give  the  equitable  relief  asked  for,  the 
complaint  should  set  forth  the  property  upon  which  the  debt  is 
to  be  declared  a  charge,  and  which  is  to  be  applied  in  payment 
of  it.  In  actions  of  this  descri])tion,  the  court  can  make  no  per- 
sonal decree  against  the  wife,  Ro^a  y.  Ludlow,  8  Sandf  C.  R 
109 ;  Oobme  v.  Sl  John,  12  How.  P.  R,  838 ;  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur. 
629,  §§  1897-1400.  The  proceeding  is  in  rem,  {Ashton  v.  Aykti, 
2  Mylne  &  C.  Ill),  the  object  being  to  reach  her  separate  estate, 
which  she  may  be  presumed  to  have  charged  by  appointment 
with  the  payment  of  the  debt,  {VanderJieyden  v.  Mallory,  1 
Comst.  452),  or  at  least  so  much  of  it  as  will  be  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  plaintiff's  claim.  "  As  creditors,"  says  Lord  Cottek- 
HAM,  in  Oivens  v.  Dickenson,  (1  Craig  k  Ph.  48),  "  have  not  the 
means,  at  law,  of  compelling  payment  of  such  debts,  a  court  of 
eqtiity  takes  upon  itself  to  give  effect  to  them — not  as  personal 


NEW  YORK— JULY,  1859.  479 

Sexton  V.  Fleet 

liabilities,  but  by  laying  hold  of  the  separate  property — as  the 
only  means  by  which  they  can  be  satisfied." 

The  property,  therefore,  which  the  creditor  proposes  to  reach 
in  equity,  must  be  stated,  and  the  nature  of  the  wife's  interest  in 
it,  that  the  court  may  frame  its  decree  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
secure  the  equitable  debt  with  as  little  injury  to  the  sej^aratc  es- 
tate as  possible.  Thus,  if  payments  are  coming  due  to  the  wife 
out  of  a  particular  fund,  the  court  will  decree  that  the  payments 
be  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  if  they  arc  sufficient 
for  that  purpose,  without  impairing  the  ftmd,  as  was  the  case  in 
Stuart  V.  Rockwell^  (8  Madd.  387),  and  North  Araerkan  Coal  Com- 
pany V.  Dyctt^  (7  Paige,  9) ;  or,  if  she  have  real  estate,  they  will 
direct  tliat  the  rents  and  profits  be  applied,  as  was  done  in  Buh 
pin  V.  Clarh,  17  Vcs.  365. 

Wherever  this  equitable  relief  has  been  granted  to  a  creditor, 
he  has  set  forth  in  his  bill  or  complaint  the  particular  property 
out  of  which  he  has  asked  to  have  the  debt  satisfied ;  ( Vander- 
heyden  v.  MaVory^  3  Barb.  C.  B.  9 ;  Nortli  American  Coal  Com- 
pany V.  Dyett^  20  Wend.  570 ;  and  see  all  the  cases  collected  in 
the  English  and  American  notes  to  ffulme  v.  Tenant,  1  White's 
Leading  Eq.  Cas.  (65  Law  Library,)  894 ;  see  also  Macqucan  on 
Husband  and  Wife,  294 ;  1  Daniel's  Ch.  Pr.  205) ;  and  where 
bills  have  been  filed  to  enforce  a  charge  upon  a  wife's  property, 
merely  averring  that  she  has  a  separate  estate,  without  stating 
its  character,  nature  or  kind,  they  have  been  dismissed.  In 
Francis  v.  Wiyjatt  (1  Madd.  258,)  the  bill  was  filed  to  compel  tho 
defendant  and  his  wife  to  purchase  an  estate,  setting  forth  that 
the  wife  had  separate  moneys  and  property  of  her  own  to  a 
larger  amount  than  the  purchase  money ;  but  it  was  dismissed 
because  it  did  not  state  the  nature  of  the  property,  whether  real 
or  personal,  or  what  power  she  had  over  it,  or  whether  it  could 
be  made  available  to  answer  the  plaintiff's  demand;  and  in 
Aylett  V.  Ashtonj  (1  Mylnc  k  C.  105),  the  bill  was  to  compel  a 
married  woman  to  execute  a  lease,  but  the  bill  was  dismissed 
because  it  did  not  sufficiently  appear  what  interest  «h9  had  in 
the  premises  she  had  agreed  to  lease. 
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The  power  to  compel  the  application  of  the  separate  property 
to  the  payineiit  of  this  debt  being  exclusivelj  in  equity,  the  de- 
cree must  specify  out  of  what  property  it  is  to  be  paid.  If  the 
defcn JaiiUs,  therefore,  should  suffer  this  case  to  go  by  de&ult,  we 
could  give  the  ))laiQtifir  uo  relief,  as  he  has  not  pointed  out  in  hb 
complaint  any  fund,  or  any  particular  property,  which  the  oourt| 
by  its  decree,  could  direct  to  be  applied. 

The  demurrer  of  the  defendant  is  well  taken,  as  the  complaint 
does  not  disclose  a  case  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  any  equitable 
relief  or  rather  upon  which  the  court  could  giye  any  equitable 
relief. 

The  plaintiff  appealed.    The  pleadings  are  giren  substantiallj 

in  the  opinion  of  Judge  IIlLTON. 

Henry  P,  Townsend,  for  the  appellant 
John  Mocnly  for  the  respondent 

IIiLTOX,  J. — The  complaint  allegesthat  the  defendant,  Samnd 
Fleet  made  a  certain  promissory  note  for  $150,  payable  to  the 
order  of  Patrick  McIIill,  thirty  days  after  date.  Hiat  after  the 
note  had  been  delivered  to  McHill,  the  defendant,  Catharine 
Fleet,  in  consideration  of  one  dollar,  guaranteed  its  payment^  and 
held  her  separate  estate  liable  therefor.  That  the  guaranty  was 
written  on  the  back  of  the  note,  and,  as  thus  indorsed  and  guar- 
anteed, the  note  was  delivered  to  McHill,  who  indoraed  and  de- 
livered it  to  James  McMuUins,  and  McMulIins  afterwards  in- 
dorsed it  to  the  plaintiff,  the  present  holder  and  owner  of  it 
Ttiat  at  the  time  of  making  the  note  and  guaranty,  the  defend- 
ant  Catharine  was,  and  still  is,  possessed  of  property  and  real 
estate  in  her  own  right,  and  that  the  note  was  given  by  the  de- 
defendant  Samuel,  in  payment  for  services  rendered  in  the  erec- 
tion of  buildings  on  premises  owned  by  Catharine  m  her  aeparata 
property,  and  the  guaranty  was  accepted  on  the  credit  of  her 
separate  estate,  and  "  the  further  consideration  therefor  was  for 
•crvices  performed  upon  her  said  property," 
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The  separate  property  is  not  stated.  The  plaintiff  asks  that 
the  amount  of  the  note  and  costs  of  protest  may  be  declared  a 
charge  upon  the  separate  estate  of  Catharine,  and  that  such  es- 
tate may  be  sold  and  the  plaintiff  paid  out  of  it. 

The  defendants  demur  upon  two  grounds :  1st.  That  the  de- 
fendant Catharioe  is  improperly  joined  as  a  party  defendant.  2d. 
That  the  complaint  does  not  state  &LCta  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  against  her  separate  property. 

The  complaint  shows  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant 
Samuel,  as  maker  of  the  note,  and  does  not  allege  any  valid  cause 
of  action  against  the  defendant  Catharine.  Yet  a  judgment  is 
only  demanded  against  her  separate  estate.  If  the  defendants 
had  answered,  instead  of  interposing  a  demurrer,  there  cannot  be 
much  doubt  that  the  court  could  give  judgment  against  Samuel, 
as  maker  of  the  note,  notwithstanding  the  absence  of  any  demand 
for  relief  against  him.  Code,  §  275.  And  i^  as  the  plain- 
tiff seems  to  su]>pose,  the  action  is  only  to  enforce  the  obligation 
of  Catharine,  entered  into  upon  the  credit  of  her  separate  estate, 
then,  by  the  defendant's  answering,  the  action  would  require  dif- 
ferent places  of  trial  As  against  Samuel,  it  would  have  to  be 
tried  by  a  jury,  unless  a  jury  trial  should  be  waived.  Code, 
§  253.  And  against  Catharine,  it  w^ould  be  tried  by  the  court. 
§  254.  Although  a  party  may  unite  in  his  complaint  several 
causes  of  action,  of  a  character  both  legal  and  equitable,  yet 
they  must  affect  all  the  parties  to  the  action,  and  not  require  dif- 
ferent places  of  trial.    Code,  §  167. 

As  the  defendant  Catharine  is  not  a  necessary  or  proper  party 
to  an  action  against  her  liusband  upon  his  promissory  note,  nor 
does  such  a  cause  of  action  affect  her,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
first  ground  of  demurrer  is  well  founded. 

And  it  seems  to  me  that  the  second  ground  must  also  be  sus- 
tained. 

It  is  not  alleged  that  McIIill  performed  services  at  the  request 
of  Catharine,  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  and  that  the 
claim  therefor  has  been  assigned  to  and  vested  in  the  plaintiff  as 
the  real  parly  in  interest,  (Code,  §  111);  but  the  cause  of  ac« 

Vol.  ir.  21 


482  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Sexton  T.  Fleet 

tion  str.tcd  against  her  is,  that  she  made  a  certain  guaranty  for 
a  certain  consideration,  and  which  gaarantj  was  accepted  on  the 
credit  of  her  separate  property.  That  this  guaranty  has  been 
indorsed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  asks  to  have  it  declared  a  charge 
upon  and  paid  out  of  her  property. 

The  answer  to  all  this  is,  that  a  married  woman  cannot  make 
such  a  contract,  (Reeves'  Dom.  Rel.  98),  so  as  to  bind  herself; 
and  although  the  plaintiff  may  be  entitled  to  be  considered  in 
equity  as  the  assignee  of  an  obligation,  or  demand  for  services 
Tendered,  the  payment  of  which  will  be  enforced  out  of  the  sep- 
arate estate  of  the  defendant  Catharine,  {Heatli  v.  Hall^  4  Taun- 
ton, 826 ;  WilLird's  Eq.  Juris.  462),  yet  he  has  not  alleged,  in 
his  complaint,  the  facts  which  really  constitute  his  cause  of  ac- 
tion against  her,  as  a  substantive  ground  for  the  relief  he  de- 
'mand3. 

Without  expressing  any  opinion  upon  the  other  points  dis- 
cussed in  the  opinions  of  my  brethren,  I  agree  in  their  conda- 
sion  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

Brady,  J. — On  precedent  and  authority  the  judgment  given  hy 
•Judge  Daly  in  this  action  cannot  be  assailed  ;  but  whether  the 
separate  estate  of  a  married  woman — ^under  the  Code,  and  since 
the  statutes  of  1848  and  1849  in  relation  to  married  woman— can 
be  sold  without  resorting  to  the  mode  of  proceeding  against  j^mc 
coverts^  which  prevailed  in  the  late  Court  of  Chancer}^,  is  a  ques- 
tion which  has  not  yet  been  decided  in  the  court  of  last  resort. 
1  have  already  expressed  an  opinion  on  the  subject,  ( Walker  v. 
Sivayzeej  8  Abb.  Pr.  Rep.  186),  and  have  not  changed  the  views 
then  entertained.  In  this  case  it  appears  that  the  note  guaranteed 
by  the  defendant  Catharine,  was  drawn  by  Samuel,  her  husband, 
in  payment  for  services  performed  towards  the  erection  of  ce^ 
tain  buildings  upon  premises  owned  by  her  in  her  own  ngbt, 
and  that  the  guaranty  was  also  accepted  on  the  credit  of  aucli 
•separate  estate.  It  also  appears  that  she  is  still  possessed  of  (W^ 
tain  property  in  her  own  right,  although  the  property  is  not  de« 
scribed  or  particularly  designated.    If  the?e  allegations  be  troe, 
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and  such  must  be  the  presumption,  the  defendant  Catharine  has 
property  which  can  be  reached  by  execution,  and  there  does  not 
seem  to  be  any  well  founded  reason  why  any  extraordinary 
measures  should  be  resorted  to,  to  secure  the  appropriation  of 
that  estate.  The  wife  holds  her  separate  property  as  if  she  were 
afenie  sok^  and  the  property  of  2k  feme  sole  is  not  exempt  by  law 
from  the  ordinary  forms  of  procedure  in  courts  of  justice. 
When  it  appears  that  she  has  contracted  a  debt  that  can  be  en- 
forced against  her,  enough  is  shown  to  demand  the  power  of  the 
courts,  and  considering  her  independent  position  in  reference  to 
her  property,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  courts  to  protect  her  from 
obligations  which  do  not  affect  or  relate  to  her  separate  estate. 
There  is,  however,  an  insuperable  objection  to  the  phuntifTs  re- 
oovery,  and  that  is  that  the  guaranty  is  void.  Van  Sleenburgh 
V.  Hoffman^  15  Barb.  S.  C.  R  28.  A  married  woman  has  no 
power  to  bind  herself  by  contract,  and  the  transfer  of  the  guar- 
anty to  the  plaintiff  carried  with  it  no  cause  of  action.  If  the 
debt  or  claim  had  been  transferred  to  the  plaintiff,  there  is  no 
doubt  that  in  a  proper  mode  of  proceeding  he  could  enforce  it ; 
but  the  debt  or  claim  was  not  transferred,  and  the  plaintiff  has 
no  cause  of  action  in  his  favor  against  the  defendant  Catharine. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — The  complaint  avers  that  the  note  was 
made  and  given  by  the  husband,  in  payment  for  services  ren- 
dered by  the  payee,  in  the  erection  of  buildings  upon  premises 
owned  by  the  wife  in  her  own  right,  as  her  separate  estate  and 
property,  and  that  the  wife,  in  consideration  of  one  dollar,  by  an 
indorsement  on  the  back  of  the  note,  guaranteed  the  payment  of 
the  note,  and  held  her  separate  estate  liable  for  the  payment  ot 
the  same.  A /erne  covert  may,  by  appointment,  charge  her  sepa- 
rate estate  with  the  payment  of  a  debt.  It  is  not  even  necessary 
that  she  should  enter  into  a  positive  agreement,  expressing  her 
intention  so  to  do;  but  the  intention  may  be  inferred  from  the 
kind  of  obligation  she  entered  into,  and  the  fact  that  she  had  a 
separate  estate.  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  1398  to  1402.  Thus,  it  may 
be  inferred  simply  from  her  signing  a  bond,  {Ilulme  v.  Tenayti^ 


484  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Sexton  T.  Fleet 

1  Brown's  Ch.  B.  16 ;  Heatly  v.  Thomas^  15  Ves.  596),  or  frooi 
her  aoccptiDg  a  bill  of  exchange,  {Steivari  v.  Kirkwall^  3  Mod. 
387),  or  making  a  promissory  note,  {Bulpin  v.  Clarky  17  Ves.  365), 
for  though  such  instruments,  made  by  a  married  vroman,  are  void 
at  law,  they  are  good  contracts  in  equity,  where  she  has  a  sepa- 
rate estate,  and,  prima  facie^  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made 
with  an  intention  to  bind  it  2  Boper  on  Ilusband  and  Wife, 
241,  and  note  a;  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §  1400.  Here  it  is  averred, 
not  only  that  the  wife  had  a  separate  estate,  that  the  note  was 
for  a  debt  arising  from  services  beneficiarto  that  estate,  but  tbat 
there  was  an  express  agreement,  in  writing,  indorsed  by  her  upon 
the  note,  charging  her  separate  estate  with  the  payment  of  the 
debt  There  was,  then, — even  more  than  a  court  of  equity  re- 
quires,^^n  appointment  by  writing,  charging  her  separate  estate; 
and  the  delivery  of  this  note  by  the  husband  and  wife,  with  this 
appointment  in  writing  by  the  wife  indorsed  upon  it,  to  the 
payee,  vested  in  him  every  right  of  action  for  the  payment  of  the 
debt  which  a  court  of  equity  would  enforce  against  the  separate 
estate  of  the  wife. 

This  written  appointment  indorsed  upon  tho  note  was  in  the 
nature  of  a  chose  in  action,  which  could  be  enforced  against  tbe 
separate  astate  of  the  wife,  and  the  iiuloi'sement  and  deliver}'  cf 
the  note  which  transferred  to  tbe  indorsee  a  right  of  action  at  l:nv 
against  tbe  husband  as  maker,  carried  with  it  and  transferred 
also  the  appointment  and  charge  upon  her  separate  estate,  writ- 
ten by  the  wife  upon  tho  back  of  it  Accessoi-ium  non  ducU  scd 
sequitur  siiuin  j^incipale.  "  When  a  subject,"  says  Lord  Kaiaes. 
**  is  conveyed,  every  one  of  its  accessories  are  understood  to  be 
conveyed  with  it^  unless  tbe  contrary  be  expressed."  1  Eames* 
Principles  of  Equity,  240.  When  this  note,  therefore,  was  de- 
livered, as  it  is  averred  to  have  been,  by  Mr.  Hill,  the  payee,  to 
Mullins,  with  the  wife's  engagement  indorsed  upon  it,  that  de- 
livery transferred  to  Mullins,  and  vested  in  him,  every  right, 
legal  or  equitable,  which  Mr.  Hill  had  before  such  act  of  delivery 
against  the  defendant  and  his  wife,  growing  out  of  their  respec- 
tive Nvritton  engagements.     The  note  could  not  pass  by  indorse- 
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ment  and  a  delivery,  without  a  delivery  also  of  the  wife's  written 
appointment  indorsed  upon  the  back  of  it.  The  act  that  transfer- 
red the  one,  necessarily  operated  as  a  transfer  and  delivery  of  the 
other.  It  is  averred  that  Mullins  duly  indorsed  and  delivered 
the  same  to  the  plaintiiF,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  now  the  lawful 
owner  and  holder. 

This  was  a  sufficient  transfer.  A  debt  or  claim  may  pass  by 
parol  as  well  as  by  writing,  and  where  it  is  founded  upon  any 
written  obligation  or  instrument,  anything  between  the  contract- 
ing ]>arties  which  indiciites  their  intention  to  pass  the  beneficial 
interest  in  the  instrument  from  one  to  the  other,  is  sufficient.  2 
Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §  10i7 ;  Wiilard's  Eq.  Jur.  462 ;  Slaughter  v. 
Faust,  4  Blackf  380 ;  Montgomery  v.  Dilliiigham,  8  Smee.  k  M. 
647.  "  If  two  men  agree  for  the  sale  of  a  debt,"  says  Sir  Jakes 
Mansfield,  in  HeatJi  v.  Ilally  (4  Taun.  327),  "  and  one  of  them 
gives  the  other  credit  in  his  books  for  the  price,  it  is  a  good  as- 
signment in  equity,  though  a  deed  would  not  assign  it  at  hiw." 
In  Hastings  v,  ifcKinley  (1  E.  D.  Smith,  273,)  we  held  that  an 
indorsement  in  blank  upon  an  instrument  not  a  promissory  note 
was  sufficient  to  pass  tlie  interest  in  it.  The  rule,  as  understood 
by  us,  was  laiddon'n  by  Judge  Woodruff,  that "  there  is  no  ne- 
cessity of  a  written  assignment  where  there  is  an  actual  transfer 
and  deliverj*^  of  the  thing  in  action,  with  the  intent  to  vest  the 
interest  in  the  transferee,  so  that  the  court  oixn  see  that  the  whole 
equitable  interest  and  property  in  the  money  agreed  to  be  paid, 
is  in  the  plaintiff;"  and  in  Clwk  v.  Downing  (1  E.  D.  Smith,  4#6,) 
we  held  that  the  assignee  of  a  debt  might  acquire  the  sole  interest 
and  right  of  action  u|X)n  it  by  a  mere  gift,  without  any  consider- 
ation whatever.  The  only  restriction  in  a  court  of  equity,  upon 
such  equitable  assignments,  was  in  refusing  to  interfere  in  the 
case  of  a  mere  nominal  assignee.  It  was  necessary  that  he  should 
be  the  real  party  in  interest;  that  the  Code  now  requires  in  all 
actions  arising  out  of  contract,  and  the  plaintiff  has  here  averred 
that  he  is  the  real  party  in  interest. 

This  is  not  an  action  upon  the  note  against  the  husband.     It 
is  an  equitable  action  brought  to  have  the  amount  named  in  the 
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guaranty  declared  a  charge  upon  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife. 
The  husband  was  a  necessary  party.    He  had  to  be  joined  in  the 
action  against  the  wife.    The  Code  provides  that,  when  the  action 
concerns  her  separate  property,  she  may  sue  alone,  but  does  not 
declare  that  in  an  action  concerning  her  separate  property,  she 
may  be  sued  alone ;  on  the  contrary  it  provides  that,  where  a 
married  woman  is  a  i^arty,  her  husband  must  be  joined  with  her 
except  in  two  cases — ^where  the  action  is  between  herself  and  her 
husband,  and  where  she  brings  an  action  concerning  her  separate 
l)ropcrty.     It  was  necessary  in  the  complaint  to  aver  the  making 
of  the  note,  to  show  the  nature  of  the  equitable  charge  that  the 
wife  had  created  upon  her  separate  estate ;  and  the  fhct  that  the 
making  of  the  note  is  stated  in  the  complaint,  does  not  make  it 
an  action  upon  the  note  against  the  husband  so  as  to  require 
separate  places  of  trial    No  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the 
note  is  asked  against  the  husband,  and  where  the  piaintiff  merely 
claims  to  have  the  amount  declared  a  charge  upon  the  separate 
estate  of  the  wife,  it  Ls  not  for  us  to  say  that  it  is  an  action 
against  the  husband  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  of  the  note, 
llie  averment  in  the  complaint  is,  that  the  note  was  given  for 
siTviccs  performed  towards  the  erection  of  biiildingsupon  prem- 
ises owned  by  the  wife ;  that  she  guaranteed  the  payment  of  it, 
and  held  her  separate  estate  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  same. 
This  is  not  the  averment  of  any  contract  by  the  wife,  but  of  fSicts 
which  show  that  she  has  equitably  charged  her  estate  with  the 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  the  value  of  which  has  gone  into 
her  estate,  and  the  benefit  of  which  she  enjoys.    That  she  can  so 
charge  her  separate  estate,  and  that  the  court  can  enforce  the 
payment  of  the  charge  out  of  her  estate,  has  been  abundantly 
shown  by  the  authorities  quoted  above,  and  those  cited  in  the 
opinion  delivered  upon  the  motion  below. 
Judgment  affirmed. 
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Andrew  Oakley  v.  The  Woriung  Men's  Union  Benevo- 
lent Society. 

On  the  return  of  a  summoos  in  a  district  court,  in  an  action  against  an  incorporated 
society,  the  president  appeared  and  put  in  an  answer,  alleging  payment  of  the 
amount  claimed ;  at  a  subsequent  day,  to  which  the  trial  was  adyoumed,  the  de- 
fendant failed  to  appear,  and  the  plaintiff  had  judgment  upon  the  pleadings, 
Heidi  upon  appeal,  that  Uie  judgment  was  regular. 

In  tlte  absence  of  any  proof  to  the  contrary,  this  court  will,  upon  an  appeal,  assume 
that  a  person  appearing  for  a  defendant  in  a  district  court,  was  authorized  so  U^ 
do,  as  his  attorney  or  agent 

Appeal  by  the  defendants  from  a  judgment  entered  against 
them  in  the  Sixth  District  Court  The  action  was  to  recover 
for  moneys  which  accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  as  a  member  of  the 
defendants,  for  monthly  benefits.  On  the  return  of  the  sum- 
mons, the  president  of  the  society  appeared,  admitted  that  it  was 
an  incorporated  body,  and  that  the  money  claimed  had  accrued 
to  the  plaintiff,  but  alleged  that  he  had  been  paid.  An  answer  of 
payment  having  been  put  in,  the  trial  was  adjourned.  At  the 
adjourned  day,  no  one  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  defendants, 
the  plaintiiF  had  judgment  on  the  pleadings,  and  without  making 
any  proof  of  his  claim.     The  defendants  appealed. 

AlcCitnn  A  Moncrief^  for  the  appellants. 

William  A.  CourseUj  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Daly,  First  Judge. — We  have  nothing  before 
us  in  this  case  but  the  justice's  return.  If  the  admission,  made 
by  the  president  of  the  society,  was  the  result  of  collusion  be- 
tween him  and  the  plaintif]^  that  fact  should  have  been  shown 
by  affidavit  From  the  return,  there  was  no  error  in  the  pro- 
ceedings or  in  the  giving  of  judgment  On  the  return  day  of 
the  summons  the  president  of  the  society  appeared  for  the  de- 
fendants, and  admitted  that  they  were  an  incorporated  body. 
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He  also  admitted  that  tbirtj-six  dollars  had  accrued  to  the  plain- 
tiff  as  a  member  of  the  society,  being  his  monthly  benefits ;  but, 
as  an  answer  to  the  action,  pleaded  that  the  thirty-six  dollars 
had  been  paid  to  the  plaintiff.  Issue  being  thus  joined  upon  the 
plea  of  payment,  the  cause  was  adjourned,  by  consent,  to  another 
day  for  trial.  On  that  day  no  one  appeared  for  the  defendants, 
and  the  plaintiff  had  judgment  for  the  thirty -six  dollars.  This 
was  entirely  regular.  The  plaintiff  was  not  required  to  prove 
what  was  admitted  by  the  pleadings  upon  the  joining  of  issue. 
The  only  point  at  issue  was,  whether  the  defendants  had  paid 
the  thirty-six  dollars  ;  and  that  was  for  tliem  to  prove.  ITiey 
neglected  to  appear,  and  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment 
The  president  must  be  regarded  as  appearing  for  the  cor})omtion, 
as  their  attorney  in  fact ;  for,  in  defending  a  civil  action,  a  corpo- 
ration aggregate  can  appear  only  by  attorney,  (Coke  Litt.  66,  b. 
10  Hep.  82),  and  the  court  will  assume  that  he  who  appears  for 
them,  as  their  attorney,  was  authorized  to  do  so  under  their  com- 
mon seal,  lliainea  Railway  Co.  v.  Hall^  5  M.  &  Gra.  287.  If 
the  fact  was  otherwise  in  this  case,  the  appellants  should,  upon 
the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  have  read  an  affidavit  to  that  effect, 
assigning  it  as  error  in  fact 

In  the  district  courts  parties  may  appear  and  defend  in  person, 
or  by  an  attorney  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  state,  or  by  an 
agent  District  Court  Act,  1857,  p.  80,  §  9,  sub.  1.  The  president^ 
in  this  case,  appeared  as  the  defendants'  agent  or  attorney  in  iGBict, 
and  it  will  bo  assumed  that  he  had  authority  to  do  so  until  the 
contrary  is  shown.  Appearing  and  pleading  in  the  suit  as  their 
agent,  his  admission  upon  the  joining  of  issue  was  binding  upon 
them. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


J 
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Thomas  Scanlan  v.  Richard  B.  Cowlet. 

In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  the  question  of  probable  causo  does  not  de- 
pend upon  an  offence  haying  been  committed,  nor  upon  tho  g^ilt  or  innocence  of 
thepartj  accused. 

It  is  enough,  if  the  circumstances  shown  were  sufficiently  strong  to  justify  a  cau- 
tious  man  in  the  belief  that  tho  accused  was  guilty  of  the  charge  made,  and  that 
tlie  prosecutor,  at  the  time,  honestly  entertained  such  a  belief. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment,  entered  at  special  term  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  upon  a  trial,  by  consent  of  parties,  before  a  judge 
Avithout  a  jury.  The  defendant  appealed.  The  facts  appearing 
in  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  Judge  Hilton. 

WiUiam  JR.  Stafford^  for  the  appellant. 

I.  There  was  no  proof  whatever  to  sustain  the  allegation  of  the 
complaint,  that  the  plaintiff  was  tried  before  the  recorder  on  tlie 
charge  of  embezzlement.  The  complaint  was  for  "embezzling 
fifteen  dollars."  The  charge  tried  was  petit  larceny  in  stealing 
ten  dollars. 

II.  Nor  was  there  any  proof  to  show  that  the  defendant  caused 
or  procured  the  arrest  for  the  charge  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
was  tried. 

III.  The  plaintiff,  in  order  to  sustain  his  action,  was  bound 
affirmatively  to  show  not  only  express  malice,  but  an  entire 
want  of  probable  cause.  In  this  he  wholly  failed.  His  own  tes- 
timony affords  **a  reasonable  suspicion,  founded  on  circum- 
stances warranting  a  belief  that  he  was  guilty  of  the  ofience 
charged."  Burlmgaine  v.  Burlinjame^  8  Co  wen,  144;  The  People 
v.  Hennesy,  15  Wend.  147 ;  Warton's  Treat,  on  Crim.  Law,  §§ 
1936,  1942 ;  10  Wend.  296  ;  5  Den.  76. 

IV.  The  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  defendant's  affidavit  waa 
clearly  proven,  and  those  facts,  even  if  insufficient  to  convict  the 
plaintiff  criminally  of  the  offence  charged,  fully  exonerate  the 
defendant  from  liability  in  this  action.    Bulkley  v.  KeteUas^  2  Sel- 
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den,  384;  Fo$hay  v.  Fergmon,  2  Denio,  617;  2  Wendell,  426; 
7  Cowen,  281 ;  1  Wendell,  140 ;  4  E.  D.  Smith  R  9-12. 

y.  The  verdict  should  be  set  aside  as  opposed  to  the  weight 
of  evidence.  The  plaintiff's  own  statement  is  improbable  on  its 
face,  and  is  supported  by  no  other  testimony. 

VI.  The  damages  awarded  were,  under  the  circumst&nccs,  ex- 
C':ssive.  At  most  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  nominal  damages, 
llis  conduct  cannot  commend  itself  to  the  sympathy  of  the  court. 

James  if.  Sheehan,  for  the  respondent. 

T.  The  proof  is  sufTicicnt  to  sustain  the  allegations  in  the  com- 
phiiut.  Want  of  ])robable  cause  is  shown  when  the  complainan; 
knew  the  other  party  claimed  a  right  to  property.  14  Wend. 
102  ;  7  Cowen,  281. 

II.  Action  lies  for  causing  another  to  be  brought  before  a  jus- 
tice and  discharged.  In  a  legal  sense,  any  act  done  purjxedy 
to  the  injury  of  a  ]XM-S()n,  is  malicious.  2  Johns.  203;  Comnioh' 
wealth  V.  SnelUnfj^  15  Pick.  S21,  o50, 

III.  Atlld.ivit  of  complaint  is  admissible  against  defendant 
Proof  of  arrest  also  admissible.     1  Phil,  on  Ev.  (1st  editiou,)  pp. 

IV.  Prosecution  and  acquittal  of  plaintiff  evidence  of  niaiice. 
Record  conclusive  evidence  of  acquittal.  Phil,  on  Ev.,  C.  &  IL, 
part  II,  pp.  42,  10,  43  and  47;  Willes,  520;  4  Hawks,  83;  1 
T.  II.  247. 

V.  In  an  action  for  malicious  jjrosL-cution,  what  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances amount  to  probable  cause,  is  a  question  of  law; 
whether  they  exist  in  the  particular  case  is  a  question  of  fact 
Slone  V.  Ciokcr,  24  Pick.  81. 

Hilton,  J. — The  defendant  is  a  manufacturing  jeweller,  and 
in  the  fore  part  of  August,  1855,  employed  the  plaintiff,  as  jour- 
neyman, to  work  for  him,  at  the  wages  of  $5  per  wetk.  While 
thus  employed  the  phdntifl'  offered  to  procure  for  the  defendant 
the  jobbing  work  of  a  ilr.  James  Tumor,  who  did  business  in 
Eighth  avenue,  in  tliis  city,  and  the  defendant  agreed  that  if  this 
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work  was  procured,  he  would  give  the  plaintiff  $6  per  week 
wages.  This  arrangemcTit  was  consummated,  and  the  plaintiff 
wcis  in  the  habit  of  calling  at  Turner's  shop,  on  his  way  down 
to  the  defendant's  place  of  business,  getting  the  work  to  be  re- 
paired, and  leaving  it  again,  when  repaired,  on  returniog  home 
in  the  evening.  At  this  time  the  defendant  had  several  work- 
men employed,  and  the  repairing  for  Turner  was  done  by  all  in 
the  shop,  and  not  by  the  plaintiff  exclusively.  The  plaintiff  sub- 
sequently moved  his  residence,  and  thereafter  the  defendant  was 
in  the  habit  of  sending  his  other  workmen  for  Turner's  jobbing. 
It  seems  that  the  plaintiff  was  employed  in  the  shop  ol  the  de- 
fendant like  the  others  there,  and  that  his  wages  were  paid 
weekly,  by  the  defendant  allowing  him  to  collect  the  amount 
which,  on  each  Saturday  night,  might  be  owing  to  the  defend- 
ant for  the  jobbing  thus  done  for  Turner,  or  from  one  Baker,  for 
jobbing  done  in  a  similar  manner.  If  the  amount  thus  owing 
amounted  to  more  than  the  plaintiff's  wages,  the  balance  was 
carried  to  Turner's  or  Baker's  account,  as  the  case  might  be, 
for  the  following  week.  If  the  amount  was  less  than  the 
plaintiS'*s  wages,  then  the  plainliff  collected  and  retained  the 
whole  that  was  due,  and  received  from  the  defendant  the  dif- 
ference between  that  and  $6;  or  if  the  plaintiff  did  any  over- 
work during  the  week,  he  was  allowed  to  collect  it  also,  or  the 
difference  was  made  up  to  him  in  the  same  way.  In  a  similar 
manner  the  other  workmen  were  paid  their  wages,  by  collecting 
the  amounts  due  from  the  defendant's  customers,  and  this  course 
seems  to  have  been  adopted  by  the  defendant  as  a  matter  of  con- 
venience. Tlie  defendant's  shop  expense  book,  and  also  his  pass 
book  with  Turner  were  put  in  evidence,  from  which  it  appcai^ed 
that  the  plaintiff  was  paid  his  wages,  or  was  permitted  to  collect 
them  in  the  manner  above  stated,  and  in  no  case  does  it  appear 
that  he  ever  collected  and  retained  to  his  own  use,  from  Turner, 
more  than  was  due  to  him  at  the  time  from  the  defendant,  for 
his  past  week's  wages,  as,  in  several  instances,  when  Turner 
owed  for  jobbing  more  than  this,  the  balance  was  charged  in  the 
pa.<»s  book  with  the  work  which  was  done  for  Turner  by  the  dc- 


492  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Scanlan  v.  Cowley. 

fetidant  in  the  week  succeeding.  On  August  12,  1856,  the  de- 
fendant discharged  the  plaintiff  from  his  employment,  paid  him 
in  ftill,  and  he  then  left.  On  the  23d  the  jobbing  bills  of  Turner 
and  Baker  amounted  to  $23.27,  and,  on  going  to  collect  them, 
he  found  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  to  Baker  on  the  15th,  and 
collected  what  was  then  due,  and  on  the  16th  had  collected  of 
Turner  $10  in  cash,  and  taken  a  gold  locket,  worth  $5,  on  the 
defondant'.s  account.  This  collection,  it  is  alleged  bv  the  de- 
fendant, was  entirely  unauthorized,  and,  on  September  17  he  made 
a  complaint  l)cft>re  Police  Justice  OsnoRNi-:,  against  the  plain- 
tiff, for  cmlx^zzlement  in  thus  collecting  from  Turner ;  and  at  the 
time  of  the  complaint  Turner  made  an  affidavit  of  the  fact  that 
he  po  paid  the  money  to  the  plaintiff.  On  this  complaint  the 
plaintiff  was  subsequently  arrested,  tried  and  acquitted ;  and  this 
action  was  then  brought  by  him  against  the  defendant  to  recover 
damages  fi>r  such  prosecution,  u[K)n  the  ground  that  it  was  ma- 
lici«^us  and  without  probable  cause. 

OtluT  grounds  of  action  wore  also  stated  in  the  complaint, 
but  seem  to  have  l)con  abandoned  at  the  trial ;  and  on  the  ap- 
ix?al  it  was  not  claimed  by  the  respondent  that  he  was  entitled 
to  recoviT  for  any  other  cause  than  the  malicious  prosecution 
alleged. 

In  thus  stating  tlie  facts  of  the  case,  I  have  given  what  I  con- 
sider to  bo  the  iiiir  import  and  substance  of  the  evidence  pro- 
duced at  the  trial,  but  it  is  pro^icr  I  should  add  that  the  testi- 
mony on  the  i>art  of  the  ])laintift^  and  which  consisted  of  the 
evidence  of  hiinself,  and  of  Shoehan  and  Baker,  as  witnesst'S, 
went  to  show  that  the  agreeuHMit  made  by  the  plaintitY  with  the 
defendant  was  to  the  effect  that  this  jobbing  work  of  Turner  and 
Baker  was  to  be  charged  to  the  plaintiff,  and  done  for  him  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  enable  him  to  receive  a  profit  upon  it^  But 
a  careful  examination  of  the  plaiuiiff's  testimony  shows  that 
although  this  was  the  view  he  desired  to  impress  upon  the  court 
at  the  trial,  yet  he  did  not  actually  imderstaud  the  arrangement 
to  be  other  than  1  have  stated.  Ue  says,  "  The  agreement  was, 
he  (defendant)  was  to  do  the  work  1  w;is  doing,  (/.  c,  the  work 
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of  Turner  and  Baker  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  doing  pre- 
vious to  going  into  the  defendant's  employ),  for  me ;  Coioley  was  to 
do  it  for  me;  Cowlcy'a  boy  went  for  the  work,  and  took  it  home 
when  it  was  done;  1  always  received  the  money  for  it;  Cowley 
kept  a  separate  book,  with  the  jobs  all  combined,  and  if  it 
amounted  to  more  than  $6  per  week,  he  would  let  vie  collect  $6  of 
it^  and  put  the  balance  over  on  my  next  week's  account;  I 
always  received  the  money  from  Turner  and  Baker  and  used  it 
as  my  own ;  when  I  made  this  arrangement  /  ^ur/iee^  them  (Baker 
and  Turner)  over  to  Oowley,  ajid  he  did  the  work  and  made  the 
charges  for  it  ajainst  me,  I  don't  know  if  he  made  any  bargain 
with  Turner  or  Baker  as  to  the  prices ;  it  was  this  money  I 
collected  from  Turner  and  Baker,  after  I  left  Cowley,  that  I  was 
arrested  for,  charged  with  embezzling ;  Cowley  did  not  discharge 
me ;  the  moneys  collected  were  $23 ;  they  were  due  to  Cowley  for 
the  work;  it  was  due  by  me  to  him ;  when  Turner  and  Baker's 
bills  were  less  than  $6  per  week,  Cowley  paid  me  the  balance  to 
make  it  $6 ;  i/*  Hieir  bills  were  $10  per  week,  Iivas  entitled  to  tlie 
whole  of  it;  I  never  collected  over  $6  per  week  of  t/iem;  when  their 
bills  amounted  to  $6,  Cowley  paid  me  nothing ;  I  don't  know  if 
Cowley  ever  collected  any  from  them  himself;  he  continued  to 
do  Turner's  work  after  I  left." 

Upon  his  own  statement,  it  thus  appears  that  he  turned  over 
his  customers,  Turner  and  Baker,  to  the  defendant,  who  did 
their  work,  and  when  their  bills  amounted  to  more  than  his 
weekly  wages  he  was  allowed  by  the  defendant  to  collect  that 
amount,  and  the  balance  was  carried  over  to  his  next  week's 
account.  The  pass  book  with  Turner  shows  that  this  was  not 
80— 4he  balance  was  charged,  as  I  have  stated,  to  Turne^-^s  ac- 
count for  the  week  following.  The  plaintiff  also  says,  that  if 
their  bills  amounted  to  $10  per  week,  he  was  entitled  to  the 
whole  of  it,  and  in  the  next  breath  he  adds :  '*  I  never  collected 
over  $6  per  week  of  them."  He  also  admits  that  the  $23  he  col- 
lected after  he  left  defendant's  employ  '^  was  due  to  Cowley  for 
the  work ;"  and  then  he  adds :  "  It  was  due  by  me  to  him." 

All  this,  to  my  mind,  shows  that  the  defendant's  version  of  tlie 
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amingemeut  is  the  true  one ;  at  least,  whether  it  is  so  or  not,  i; 
cannot  be  denied  that  the  clear  weight  of  the  evidence  is  against 
the  V'.rsion  of  it  given  by  the  plaintiif,  and  I  think  the  judge, 
before  whom  this  action  was  tried,  bv  consent^  without  a  jury, 
crrcJ  in  finding  that  the  plaintiif  was  maliciouslj  and  without 
probable  cause  arrested  by  the  defendant  on  a  charge  of  embez- 
zle: ncnt,  I'he  circumstiinces  in  themselves  were  sufBcientlv 
strong  to  justify  a  cautious  man  in  the  belief  that  the  plaintiff 
was  gMiIty  of  the  offence  charged,  {Manns  v.  Nemours^  3  Wash. 
C  C.  37 ;  Fohaai/  v.  Ferguson^  2  Denio,  617),  and,  as  was  Siid 
by  tiiis  court  in  Gordon  v.  Upham,  (4  E.  D.  Smith,  9),  this 
amounts  to  probable  cause ;  and  although  the  plaintiff  may  have 
bcc  11  entirely  innocent  of  the  charge,  3'et  it  is  a  sufficient  answer 
to  a!)  action  of  this  nature,  for  the  defendant  to  show  that  he  be- 
lieved the  plaintiff  guilty  at  the  time  the  charge  was  made,  (io- 
sliai/  V.  Feryason^  supra\  and  that  he  had  a  well  grounded  sus- 
picion of  his  guilt.     Baldwin  v.  Weed^  17  Wend.  224. 

It  is  quite  immaterial  whether  this  question  of  probable  cause 
is  regarded  as  one  of  fact,  depending  upon  conflicting  evideuce, 
or  as  oi.e  of  law  arising  upon  the  clear  weight  of  evidence,  in 
favor  of  the  view  I  have  taken,  of  the  testimony  at  the  trial. 
The  result  is  the  same  in  either  case,  as  the  defendant  has  ex- 
cepted to  and  appealed  from  the  finding  of  the  judge  in  this 
rcs]>oct,  {liulkley  v.  Keidtas^  2  Seld.  884),  and  in  either  aspect 
the  judgment,  in  my  opinion,  is  erroneous. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — I  do  not  understand  that  it  is  essential  to 
the  existence  of  probable  cause,  that  an  offence  should  have  been 
committed.  In  Swain  v.  Stafford,  (3  Iredell,  289 ;  4  id.  392),  no 
offence  had  been  committed.  The  property  supposed  to  have 
been  stolen  had  not  been  taken  by  any  one,  and  in  £ict  had 
never  been  out  of  the  defendant's  possession ;  yet,  the  defendant 
having  received  such  information  as  induced  a  belief  of  the 
plaintiff's  guilt,  it  was  held  that  there  was  probable  cause,  and 
that  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  could  not  be  supportcil. 
The  question  of  probable  cause  does  not  dej^end  upon  whether 
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an  offence  has  been  committed,  nor  upon  the  guilt  or  innocence 
ot  the  accused,  but  upon  the  prosecutor's  belief  of  the  truth  of 
tht5  charge  made  by  him.  Siebert  v.  Price^  5  Watts  &  Serg.  438. 
If  circumstances  are  shown  sufficient  to  warrant  a  cautious  man 
in  the  belief  of  the  truth  of  the  charge  he  makes,  it  is  enough. 
JUunns  V.  Nemours,  5  Wash.  C.  C.  37.  In  this  case  I  think  that 
the  plaintiff  failed  to  make  out  a  want  of  probable  cause,  and  I 
agree  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

Brady,  J.,  (dissenting). — I  do  not  concur  in  the  conclusion  that 
the  judgment  should  be  reversed.  Assuming  the  facts  to  be  as 
stated  by  Judge  Hilton,  the  plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of  any 
offence,  and  no  offence  had  in  fact  been  committed.  The  plain- 
tiff had,  on  the  assumption  that  the  facts  stated  by  Judge  Hilton 
are  proved,  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  only  in  collecting  money, 
without  authority,  which  was  due  to  another.  He  had  been  dis- 
charged by  the  defendant,  and,  at  the  time  the  collection  was 
made,  was  neither  the  servant  nor  the  clerk  of  the  defendant. 
Where  an  offence  has  in  fact  been  committed,  probable  cause 
would  be  a  reasonable  ground  of  suspicion,  supported  by  circum- 
stances sufficiently  strong  in  themselves  to  warrant  a  cautious 
man  in  the  belief  that  the  person  accused  is  guilty  of  the  oftonce 
with  which  he  is  charged ;  but  this  rule  does  not  apply  where  no 
offence  has  in  fact  been  committed.  When  a  man  seeks  to  secure 
the  arrest  of  another,  he  must  first  satisfy  himself  that  an  offence 
has  been  commitcd.  His  ignorance  of  the  law  will  not  excuse 
him  if  he  make  a  mistake.  The  defendant  knew  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  his  servant  when  the  money  was  collected.  His 
affidavit  did  not  disclose  that  fact,  however,  but  from  its  peculiar 
phraseology  left  it  to  be  inferred  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  his  em- 
ployment when  the  collection  was  made.  The  fact  that  he  was 
discharged  by  the  defendant  is  suppressed,  and  I  think  it  was 
designedly  suppressed  in  drawing  the  affidavit  on  which  a  war- 
rant was  issued.  There  can  be  no  probable  cause  which  will 
justify  the  arrest  of  a  man  until  an  offence  has  been  committed. 
If  a  man  arrest  another  on  suspicion  that  he  has  committed  a 
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feloD  V;  and  none  in  fact  has  been  committed,  he  must  respond  in 
damages  for  the  illegal  arrest;  (Jlolky  v.  i/tr,  3  Wend  350); 
but  if  an  ofience  lias  been  committed,  the  question  of  probable 
cause  is  then  the  controlling  element  in  the  case. 

Judgment  reversed  and  new  trial  ordered—costs  to  abide 
event 


Phiup  Duitt  v.  The  New  York  and  Harlem  Railroad 

Company. 

Thfi  General  Railroad  Law  (Laws  1850,  p.  233,  g  44,)  impoaes  on  all  railroad  eov- 
panies  the  dutj  of  erecting  aud  maintainiug  feiicea  on  the  lidea  of  their  nad,  aa 
until  thifl  duty  is  complied  with  they  are  liable  for  all  damages  done  thereon  % 
cnttle  and  other  animals. 

In  an  action  to  recover  for  injuries  done  by  them  to  cattle  on  their  track,  If  it  ap 
peare  tliat  such  fences  have  not  been  erected  and  maiDtained,  it  is  immaterial 
wiiothcr  the  cuttle  entered  lu>\  fuhy  or  unlawfully  upon  the  premises  a^joiniof 
the  roitd,  and  strayed  from  tlicni-e  upon  the  track,  or  whether  they  thoa  itrayed 
through  the  mere  neglect  of  ihoir  owner. 

Until  the  fcnccfl  have  1  een  erected,  the  statute  excludes  any  defence  of  negligence 
in  an  action  by  an  owner  for  cattle  injured  upon  tlic  track ;  but,  it  BeemSf  after 
the  fences  have  been  put  u\\  there  can  bo  no  lecovery  in  mich  cases^  where  it 
appears  that  iliC  ncgligincc  of  the  owner  contributed  to  the  ii^'uiy. 

Covenants  that  run  \\  i:h  tlic  iund,  bind  or  afl'tct  all  {Kfrsons  claiming  or  occupying 
under  the  party  making  tbe  covenant 

A  more  occupation  of  the  land  for  a  ftpecial  purpose  is  in  subordination  to^  and  ii 
affected  by,  such  a  covenant ;  and  tliough  the  occupant  may  not  be  bound  to 
perform  it,  yet  it  will  oftoraie  as  an  estoppel  against  him  in  the  cases  where  tiia 
landlord  would  bo  estopped  by  roa2*ou  of  it. 

It  fetmv  that  tlioFC  covenants  run  with  tlie  land  which  are  made  touching  or  con- 
cerning it  and  affect  its  value,  and  are  not  confined  to  those  which  relate  to  some 
piiysical  act  or  omission  upon  it 

D.  hired  pasture  for  his  liorse  on  a  lot  owned  by  B.,  adjoining  the  defendants'  lai!- 
track.  Tho  lioriie  strayed  upon  tlie  track,  the  fence  being  delectiTe,  and  was 
killed  by  a  passing  train  of  cars.  It  appeared  that  the  strip  of  hind  on  wliich  ibc 
track  was  laid  had  been  purchntcd  of  B.,  and  in  the  conveyance  thereof  to  ike 
the  defendants,  B.  had  covenanted,  for  himself  and  l>is  heirs,  to  erect  and  main- 
tain, on  both  sides  of  the  strip,  during  tlie  continuance  of  the  defendants*  cltarurf, 
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good  and  sufllcient  fences.    In  an  action  by  D.  to  recover  the  value  of  the  horse, 
held— 

I.  Tnat  the  covenant  ran  with  the  land,  and  every  occupation  waa  subject  to  it 

II.  Tliat  D.  acquired  no  greater  rights,  in  respect  to  its  occupation,  than  his  land- 
lord, B.,  had  to  oonfbr,  and  was  estopped  by  the  covenant  to  the  same  extent 
OS  B. 

III.  That,  as  23.  could  not  recover  in  such  a  case,  D.  could  not 

\ 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Seventh  District  Court,  The 
plain  tijQf  recovered  the  value  of  a  horse  belonging  to  him,  killed 
upon  the  defendants'  track  by  a  train  of  cars.  The  defendants 
appealed.  All  the  fiicts  shown  bj  the  return  are  given  in  the 
opinion. 

Odk  Close^  for  the  appellants. 

Fi-eeborn  Garrttsoa  Luckey^  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Court,  IIilton,  J. — The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to 
rccovt^  the  value  of  a  horse  belonging  to  him,  and  which  was 
run  over  and  killed  by  the  engine  or  cars  of  the  defendants  on 
their  railtrack  in  Fordham,  Westchester  county.  It  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff  hired  pasture  for  the  horse  upon  a  lot  belong- 
ing to  Mrs.  Bossfbrd,  adjoining  the  strip  of  land  on  which  the 
dt-fendantti'  track  was  luid.  That  the  horse  was  turned  into  this 
pasture  lot  on  the  morning  of  September  3d,  1857,  and  the  par- 
tition fence  between  the  lot  and  the  railtrack  being  insufficient 
and  defective,  the  horse  strayed  through  it,  and  on  the  track  of 
the  defendants,  and  was  thus  killed.  It  was  claimed  by  the  de- 
fendants that  it  was  negligent  to  put  a  horse  in  the  lot  rcierrcd 
\\\  the  fences  being  in  a  (iefective  condition,  and  a  dismissal  ol' 
the  complaini  was  a.skcd  on  that  ground,  but  was  denied  by  the 
justice.  I'he  defendants  then  produced,  in  evidence,  a  deed  from 
iJaFsfiiid  and  wife  to  them  of  the  strip  of  land  adjoining  the  \m- 
ture  lot,  dutcd  January  20,  1841,  and  recorded  in  the  clerk's 
office  of  Westchester  county  July  22d,  1843,  containing  a  cove- 
nant on  the  part  of  Bassford,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors  and 

VtL.  II.  32 
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administrators,  to  erect,  Tip?a  tee  eister; v  and  westerly  lines  of 
said  strip,  g(»i  lawful  and  siSo-.ent  fences  to  iiic^ose  ihe  same, 
ard,  at  his  and  their  own  cost  and  charge,  mainrai.i  and  keep 
the  same  in  good  rvpair  for  the  term  of  eighteen  vears,  or  until 
the  exp*  ration  of  ibe  deftndar-ts'  cb.iner.  The  jus:ioe  gave  judg- 
ment fi^r  the  plaintiff  for  the  value  of  the  horse,  and  the  defend- 
an:s  appeal. 

In  Conn  I  v.  Thf  A>?r  Fori-  o^^d  Erie  RR,  Co^  it  Keman,  42), 
it  was  determined  that  the  genera!  duty  of  erecting  and  main- 
taining fences  on  the  sides  of  rai!rc«ads  is  now  imposed,  by  sec- 
tion 44  of  the  General  RailrDsd  Aet  of  1?50,  (see  Laws  1850;  p. 
233",  u:.K>n  all  railroAd  c*?rrora::o!:5,  an 3,  until  compliance  on 
their  part,  they  and  their  ager.i?  are  liable  for  all  damages  which 
shall  be  done  l> v  their  agents  or  engines  to  cattle,  horses,  or  other 
animals  thereon.     Th.'.t  this  duty  was  imposed,  no:  only  for  the 
cvn^fit  and  security  of  the  public,  but  also  for  the  benefit  of  the 
owners  of  cattle  generally;  and.  until  such  fences  are  erected, 
the  statute  excludes  any  defence  of  negligence  on  die  part  of  an 
owner  of  cattle  killed  upon  the  track,  in  an  actioa  brought  by 
such  owner  against  the  corporation  to  recover  damagess  for  the 
injury  resulting  from  such  killing.     And  it  is  entirely  immate- 
rial whether  such  cattle  enter  lawtuUy  or  unlawfully  upon  the 
premises  adjoining  the  railroad,  and  stray  from  thenoe  upi^  the 
track,  provided  it  appears  that  the  corporation  have  not  eret-ted 
and  maintained  the  fences  required  by  the  statute:  although,  after 
the  fences  have  been  erected,  there  can  be  no  reoorerj  in  such  a 
case  where  the  negligence  or  misconiuct  of  the  owner  of  the 
cat:le  injured,  contributed  to  the  injury ;  or,  in  other  words,  the 
ccmmon  law  doctrine  in  respect  to  actions  on  the  case  for  negli* 
gonoe,  then  prevails. 

It  may  also  be  noticed,  that  in  the  case  cited  the  plain 
titf's  cattle  strayed  upon  the  land  of  one  Gregory,  and  fnxa 
thence  upon  the  track  of  the  defendants,  and,  as  it  appeared  that 
Gregory,  like  Bassford  in  the  present  case,  had  conveyed  the 
strip  of  land  for  the  railroad  track,  and  in  the  oouTeyance  had 
ooveoanced  to  erect  and  maintain  forever  all  necessarv  fences  o 
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each  side  of  the  railway,  it  waa  insisted  that  tho  plaintiff  was 
Lound  by  the  covenant.  But  the  court  (Maiivix,  J.)  held,  that 
as  the  plaintiff  there  was  a  stranger  to  the  covenant,  he  could  not 
be  bound  by  it;  adding,  however,  that  if  "  Gregory's  cattle  had 
entered  upon  the  road  from  his  land  b^'  reason  of  there  being  no 
fence,  ?ind  been  injured,  his  covenant  would  have  been  a 
good  answer  to  the  action."  Or,  in  other  words,  he  would  be 
estopped  from  recovering  any  damages  resulting  fron  a  non-per- 
formance by  him  of  his  express  covenant ;  and  although  the  duty 
had  been  imposed  by  the  statute  upon  the  corporation,  yet  he 
imdertook  to  perform  it,  and  as  his  performance  of  the  covenant, 
entered  into  by  him,  would  have  satisfied  the  statute,  he  would 
not  be  permitted  to  recover  for  any  injury  resulting  to  himself 
and  arising  from  bis  non-performance. 

Thus,  in  the  present  case,  had  the  horse  in  question  belonged 
to  Bassford,  it  is  quite  clear  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  recover 
in  an  action  like  this ;  and  the  question,  therefore,  to  be  deter- 
mined by  us,  is  whether  the  plaintiff  stands  in  any  different  po 
sition,  with  respect  to  an  injury  of  this  character,  than  his  land 
lord. 

It  has  long  been  settled  law,  that  a  covenant  to  maintain 
partition  fences  between  lands  granted,  and  other  land  of  the 
grantor,  runs  with  the  land,  and  binds  or  affects  all  persons 
chiiniing  or  occupying  under  the  party  making  the  covenant.  2 
Ililliard's  ^Vbridgement,  §  48,  p.  375 ;  Piatt  on  Covenants,  (3 
Law  Lib.),  481;  Beddoe  v.  WadsivoriJi,  1:1  Wend.  120;  4  Kent 
Com.  472,  and  note;  Spencer's  Case,  5  llep.  16;  Ikdly  v.  IFefis, 
S  Wilson,  25 ;  Norman  v.  Wells^  17  Wend.  136.  In  the  language 
of  Ch.  J.  WlLMOT,  in  Bcdhj  v.  U  c&,  {supra\  as  reported  in  his 
opinions,  (p.  341),  '*  Covenants  which  nm  and  rest  with  the  land, 
lie  for  or  against  assignees  at  the  common  law,  though  not  named. 
They  stick  so  fast  to  the  thing  on  which  tliey  v/ait,  that  they  fol- 
low every  particle  of  it," — and  therefore  it  is  that,  although  a  party 
may  have  a  mere  occupation  of  the  land  for  a  particular  purposci 
and  which  may  be  said  to  be  a  species  of  title,  though  of  a  very 
low  order,  (2  Black.  Com.  195),  yet  it  is  in  subordination  to  and 
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aftectoJ  by  the  covenant  of  tlic  landlord.  And  thouga  he  may 
not  be  bound  to  perform  the  covenant,  as  heir  or  assignee,  yet 
it  will  oi>erate  as  an  ostt^ppcl  against  him  in  all  cases  in  wliich 
the  lundli»rd  would  be  estopped  by  reason  of  it. 

In  ^^j^iiicers  Case  {supraj)  a  distinction  was  taken  between  a 
covenaiit  to  erect  a  wall  u}x>n  the  demised  premises,  and  in  wbicli 
the  a86i'jii^  of  the  lessee  were  not  named,  and  a  covenant  to  ynaiu' 
tiin  a  wall  already  erected;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  assignee  in 
that  case  (which  was  of  the  class  first  named),  was  not  bound, 
because  the  thing,  in  respect  to  which  the  covenant  was  made, 
was  not  in  ts.'ie,  and  had  not,  at  the  time  of  making  the  covenant, 
become  part  of  the  land, — it  was  only  contemplated ;  although  it 
was  agreed  by  the  judges  that  because  it  loas  a  thing  which  icould 
directly  ajjlct  the  danised  prtmises,  if  the  word  assijns  Iiad  beoii 
used,  the  covenant  would  have  bound  the  assignee  ;  but  it  couiJ 
not  be  extended  to  him  without  his  being  named  in  it,  as  tiie 
subject  matter  of  it  did  not  relate  to  a  thing  in  cxist^nioe  at  iL* 
time  oi'  the  demise.  Grey  v.  Cuthlertson^  2  Chilty  K.  43:i.  Ba: 
this  nice  distinction,  originating  at  a  time  when  it  was  nocossan' 
to  use  the  wonl  '*  heirs,"  or  other  words  of  inheritance,  in  a  c-jn- 
veyanee,  in  order  to  grant  or  convoy  an  estate  in  fee.  c.miit.)t  be 
now  Siiid  to  exist,  as  in  Norman  v.  ]Vdls  {snjyra^  p.  143,)  it  w:y 
determincl  that  tiiose  covenants  run  with  the  laud,  wliieli  aie 
made  touching  or  concerning  it,  and  affect  its  valu^?,  and  are  lo; 
confincJ  to  those  which  relate  to  some  physical  act  ur  omiaJioi 
upon  it. 

It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  pursue  this  subject,  as  it  will 
not  be  i)re:ended  that  the  estoppel,  which  arises  in  this  ca*. 
grows  out  of  the  plaintiJf's  liability  to  perfonn  the  covenant  yf 
J»assford.  It  is  suHieient  that  liis  occupation  was  under  Basr 
lord,  and  in  subordination  to  covenants  contained  in  a  deed  July 
recorded  long  previous  to  his  entering  upon  the  premises.  He 
couhl  acquire  no  greater  rights,  in  resjX'Ct  to  their  occupation, 
than  his  landlord  had  to  confer,  and  he  is  estopped,  in  an  action 
of  this  nature,  to  the  same  extent  as  Bassford  would  have  been 
had  he  been  vlaintilE     The  covenant  was  one  that  runs  with  tie 
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land,  and  not  only  affected  every  particle  of  it^  but  every  occu- 
pation was  subject  to  it,  even  though  the  occupant  was  under  no 
obligation  to  perform  it 

Judgment  reversed. 


Geouoe  Lamheiit  v.  Joseph  Snow. 

An  order  of  arrest  must  relate  to  the  whole  caoae  of  action  presented  by  the  oom- 
plaiut,  and  not  to  only  a  part  of  it 

Where  a  comphiUit  alleges  a  cause  of  aciion  for  which  an  order  of  arrest  had  been 
previously  obtained ;  and  an  ordinary  demand  arising  on  contract,  for  which  no 
arrest  would  be  granted ;  IltUl,  that  by  thus  uniting  causes  of  action,  to  both  of 
which  the  order  did  not  extend,  the  right  to  the  order  of  arrest  was  waived. 

Where  two  denianfls,  arising  on  contract,  exist  against  a  party,  one  of  which  has 
arisen  in  a  fiduciary  citpacity,  and  in  respect  to  which  his  arrest  is  desired,  that 
would  be  a  good  reason  for  bringing  separate  actions.    Per  HiLiox,  J. 

Appeals  from  two  orders  made  at  special  term,  denying  ap- 
plicaiioris  to  vacate  au  order  of  arrest.  The  facts  are  fully  stated 
in  the  opinion. 

£.  More,  for  the  appellant,  cited  Code,  §§  179,  181,  200,  289, 
sub.  3 ;  I/Arrangois  v.  Republic  of  Mexico,  5  Duer,  C41 ;  Corwia 
V.  FreeUind,  2  Sold.  o64 ;  Dan  v.  Thompson,  MSS.,  Superior  Court, 
General  T.,  1859 ;  Robinson  v.  Flint,  IG  How.  Pr.  R.  243;  Chap- 
man  v.  FomyUi,  2  IIow.  Pr.  K.  202;  While  v.  Phil,  6  Denio, 
269 ;  Sliti  v.  King,  8  How.  Pr.  R.  300;  Goodrich  v.  Dunbar^  17 
Uarb.  644 ;  llolbrook  v.  Homer,  6  How.  Pr.  R  86. 

Fiuncia  Byrne,  for  the  respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Biiady,  J.— The  plaintiff  on  an  affidavit  alleg- 
ing that  he  had  consigned  to  the  defendaut  a  quantity  of  engrav- 
ings, of  Uie  value  of  $o96.17  to  be  sold  by  the  latter  as  Lis 
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agent,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  to  said  value  Bhodd 
be  returned  to  the  plaintifiT,  the  defendant  paying  the  expenses 
in  making  sales ;  that  the  defomlant  had  sold  and  disposed  of 
the  goods,  and  had  refu.sed,  after  demand,  to  pay  such  pro- 
ceeds ;  obtained  a!i  order  of  arrest.     The  defendant,  on  affida- 
vits prepared  by  him,  obtained  an  order  to  show  cause  why 
the  order  of  arrest  should  not  be  discharged.     The  motion  to 
discharge  was  denied,  and  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  gen- 
eral term.     Pending  that  apj^cal  a  copy  of  the  complaint  was 
served,  and  the  defendant,  having  obtained  leave  thereto,  again 
n;ovod  to  discharge  the  order  of  arrest  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintilf  had  united  in  his  complaint  the  cause  of  action  on  which 
the  order  of  arrest  was  obtained,  and  a  demand  arising  on  con- 
tnict,  for  which  the  defendant  could  not  be  arrested  under  the 
provisions  of  section  179  of  the  Code.     The  cause  of  action  so 
united  is  predicated  of  a  copartnership  heretofore  existing  be- 
tween plaintiff  and  defendant,  a  dissolution  thereof,  and  an  ac- 
counting, upon  which  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  indebted 
to  the  piainlitf  $1,050,  and  whieh  he  promised  to  pay.     Tiiesec- 
ond  motion  to  discharge  the  arrest  was  denied,  and  the  defend- 
ant api)ealcd.     Both  causes  of  action  arise  upon  contract,  and 
might  be  united,  whether  they  grew  out  of  the  same  transactioo 
or  not.     §  167,  sub.  2. 

Tlic  right  to  ari*est  (§  179)  is  a  provisional  remedy,  whicL 
may  or  may  not  be  resorted  ti>,  and  which  is  granted  in  audi- 
tion to  tlie  right  to  recover,  by  judgment,  the  claim  asserted 
The  provisions  of  the  Code  show  clearly  that  the  ordar  to 
hold  to  bail  was  intended  to  be  independent  of  the  pleadings^ 
and  in  some  cases  may  rest  upon  facts  totally  distinct  from  tbe 
cause  i>f  ai'tion ;  {Curivin  v.  Freeland^  2  Seld.  563);  but  I  thitik 
it  equally  clear  that,  when  an  order  of  arrest  is  obtained,  it  miis 
rehite  to  the  wIjoIc  case  })rcsented,  and  not  to  apart  of  it  If  the 
onler  is  applied  for  in  an  action  to  recover  moneys  which  vere 
received  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  aa 
ord(.-r  of  arrest  on  making  proof  uf  that  fact ;  but  if  the  action  be 
for  any  other  claim  in  addition  thereto,  then  there  is  noprovisica 
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for  granting  an  order.  §  179.  The  order  may  be  made  where 
it  shall  appear  that  "  the  case  is  one  of  those  mentioned  in  section 
179."  §  181.  The  defendant  may  give  bail  to  the  effect  that 
he  shall  at  all  times  render  himself  amenable  to  the  process  of 
the  court  during  the  pendency  of  the  action,  and  to  such  as  may 
be  issued  to  enforce  the  judgment  therein.  §  187.  These  sec- 
tions do  not  contemplate  or  embrace  distinct  causes  of  action, 
for  only  one  of  which  a  defendant  can  be  arrested.  The  bail 
would  assume  the  duty  of  having  their  principal  in  readiness  as 
well  for  a  cause  of  action  for  which  he  could  not  be  arrested,  as 
for  one  for  which  he  could  be  and  was  arrested.  The  complaint 
embracing  causes  of  the  same  class  or  character,  the  judgment 
would  be  single,  not  double.  There  would  not  be  a  judgment 
for  tlic  amount  of  tbc  claim  for  which  the  arrest  was  ordered, 
and  another  for  the  claim  distinctly  averred  as  a  separate  cause 
of  action.  The  judgment  would  necessarily  be,  if  the  plaintiff' 
succeeded  in  establishing  both  claims,  for  the  united  amount  of 
each. 

Having  arrived  at  this  conclusion,  there  seems  to  be  no  doubt 
that  the  order  of  arrest  should  have  been  discharged  on  the 
second  application  therefor.  Not  upon  the  ground  that  the  order 
was  improperly  held  on  the  facts  originally  appearing,  but  upon 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiif,  by  uniting  causes  of  action  to  both 
of  which  the  provisional  remedy  did  not  extend,  waived  the  order 
of  arrest  It  may  be  said  that  the  better  practice  would  be  to 
move  a  disf;harge  of  the  execution  if  issued  against  the  i^ersou, 
but  there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  good  reason  why  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  bail  should  be  continued  beyond  the  time  when 
the  phiiiitiff  has,  by  his  own  act,  absolved  them.  I  have  not  been 
t^ucces.'^flll  in  llnding  au).'  case  in  which  this  question  has  been 
considered,  and  it  must  necessarily  be  decided  without  reference 
to  any  authority  other  than  a  construction  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Code  ref  jrrcd  to.  For  the  reasons  assigned,  I  think  the  order 
at  special  term  should  be  reversed,  with  $10  costs  of  the  appeal. 

In  reference  to  the  a])pcal  from  the  older  denying  the  first 
motion  to  discharge  the  order  of  arrest,  it  is  only  necessary  to 
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t^ay  that^  the  order  having  been  in  effect  discharged  by  the  deci- 
sion or  the  second  appeal,  that  appeal  will  be  dismissed  without 
costs. 

Ordered  accordingly. 

Hilton,  J. — On  reflection,  I  am  inclined  to  the  opinion  that 
the  order  made  by  me  at  special  term  was  erroneous,  and  should 
be  reversed  for  the  reasons  assigned  by  Judge  Bradt. 

When  a  party  has  two  claims  against  another,  arising  on  con* 
tract,  and  one  of  which  has  been  incurred,  or  has  arisen  in  a 
fiduciary  capacity,  it  would  be  a  good  reason  for  bringing  sepa- 
rate actions,  and  in  that  way  the  difficulty  which  this  case  pre- 
sents might  be  avoided. 


IIOBAKT  OnDERDONK  V.  JaMES  EmMOXS  AND   GeOROE   KUHK. 

To  make  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Marino  or  district  coarta  oflTectual  under 
section  lOti  of  the  Code,  oa  amended  in  1858,  the  appellant  must  deposit  with  tiie 
clerk  ofthifli'ourt  the  coata  and  disbiiraeroeutd  einbnccd  in  the  judgment  ap;)eji!cd 
from,  together  with  $15  to  cover  the  costs  on  the  appeal;  or  must  give  an  uudc^ 
taking  to  \Kiy  the  costs  awarded  in  tiie  court  below,  togctlier  with  all  costs  and 
dnroagcB  whicli  may  be  awarded  against  him  on  the  appeal  in  this  court. 

But  the  dei)08it  or  undertaking  thus  required  bj  section  354  does  not  operate  to 
stay  execution  on  the  judgment  appealed  from. 

If  such  a  stay  is  desired,  an  undertaking  must  he  given,  as  prescribed  by  section  35% 
to  tlio  eni>ct  tlu\t  if  iho  judgment  bo  afllnued,  and  execution  thereon  be  returacd 
unsatisfied,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  suretioa  will  pay  the  amount  unsatisfied. 

Upon  tho  first  undertaking  the  liability  of  the  sureties  is  fixed  the  moment  the  judg^ 
mont  is  affirmed ;  but  on  tlie  other  it  is  essential  that  an  execution  on  the  judg- 
ment shall  bo  returned  unsatisfied  before  the  sureties  can  be  diarged. 

On  an  affirmance,  a  judgment  to  that  efl'ect  is  entered  in  the  appellate  court,  with 
the  costs  of  the  appeal ;  and  to  collect  such  costs,  an  execution  may  be  ifsuod.  c^r 
the  undertaking  first  given  under  section  354  may  be  prosecuted.  If  the  proceed- 
ings on  the  judgment  appealed  from  have  been  stayed  by  an  undertakuig  under 
section  3r)6,  the  stay  cvoses,  and  an  execution  may  be  issued  upon  the  judgaicnt 
in  tho  i-ourt  below. 

Tho  appelhiut,  on  an  affirmance,  entered  judgment  in  this  court  for  the  amount  ro* 
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ooyerad  In  tho  ooort  below,  together  with  tlic  costs  and  disburBcments  on  appeal. 
After  an  execution  Uieroon  was  returned  unsatisfied^  an  action  was  brought 
against  tlie  sureties  to  an  undertaking  given  on  tho  appo:i]  in  the  form  prescribed 
by  section  394.  Tho  justice  gave  judgment  Ibr  tlie  full  amount  of  tho  judgment 
thus  entered ;  Htld^ 

I.  That  tho  judgment^  having  been  merely  an  affirmance,  should  have  been  so  en- 
tered, with  costs  of  appeal 

II.  That  such  a  judgment  would  not  authorize  an  execution  to  issue  from  this  court 
to  collect  any  sum  but  the  costs  of  appeal. 

III.  That  the  defendants  were  only  liable  on  their  undertaking  for  the  costs  em- 
braced in  tlie  judgment  appealed  from,  and  the  costs  in  this  uourt,  and  the  jud^ 
lacnt  Kif  the  jnstico  should  bo  reduced  to  that  amount 

Tho  "  damages  "  mentioned  in  section  354  applies  to  those  cases  where,  on  an  appeal, 
a  recovery  is  had  by  one  party  and  costs  awarded  to  the  other,  (see  §  370),  and 
a  set-off  is  ordered  and  judgment  given  in  the  appellate  court  for  the  balance; 
such  balance,  if  against  the  appellant,  would  be  in  the  nature  of  damages  agauist 
him  upon  appeal 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Fifth  District  Court  The 
action  was  upon  the  following  undertaking,  given  on  the  appeal 
therein  mentioned,  and  signed  by  the  defendants  as  sureties : 


DISTRICT  DOUBT  IN  THE  CITY  OF  NEW  YORK  FOR  THE   FIFTH 

DISTRICT. 


HOBART  OnDERDONK, 

Respondent, 
against 

William  F.  Trask, 

Appellant. 


Whereas^  on  the  fourth  day  of  August.  1858,  in  the  District 
Court  in  the  city  of  New  York,  for  the  fifth  district,  the  above 
named  respondent  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  above  named 
appellant  for  two  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  damages^  and 
costs,  five  dollars- — total,  two  hundre<l  and  thirty  dollars ;  and 
the  above  named  appellant,  feeling  aggrieved  thereby,  intends 
to  appeal  therefrom  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  tlie  city 
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and  county  of  New  York.  Now,  therefore,  we,  William  F. 
Tri:sk,  of  No.  134  Sixth  avenue,  iu  the  city  of  New  York,  and 
Jumcd  Eniiuou^  of  No.  26S  W\-st  33d  street,  in  the  city  of  New 
Yorl:,  a:jJ  George  KuLn.  of  No.  -73  Bowery,  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  do  hereby,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
iizid  provided,  undertake  that  the  said  appellant  will  pay  all 
c -St;;,  disbursements  and  extra  costs  awarded  against  him  in  the 
court  below,  if  such  judgment  shall  be  aiErmed  by  the  appellate 
court  on  such  appeal,  together  with  all  costs  and  damages  which 
Liay  be  awarded  ;:gaiust  him  thereon.  Wm.  F.  Trask, 

James  Emmons, 
DaU'd  August  4,  1S58.  GfiOKOE  KuHN. 

I'hc  ]>l:iintiff  at  the  trial,  after  producing  this  undertaking  as 
the  ground  for  his  action,  reiid  in  evidence  a  judgment  record  of 
this  court  upon  the  appeal  referred  to,  and  which,  after  reciting 
tiie  aiiinuaiice,  awarded  judgment  fi.>r  the  appellant  for  $245.16^ 
Leinjr  the  amount  of  the  i'ul;r'nent  avpoaled  from,  with  the  costs 
upon  the  aj^pcal  added.  Tiiereuj  on  the  justice  gave  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  $245.16,  with  $12  costs.  TIm 
defendants  appealed. 

Thomas  \V,  Smith,  for  the  appellants. 

S^uuiul  JoucSy  for  the  respondent 

I>y  the  Court,  Daly,  Fii-st  Judge. — This  judgment  is  erroneous. 
13ef<»rc  the  amendment  of  185 ^,  no  undertaking  was  necessary 
upon  an  ai)pe;il,  uidess  the  appellant  desired  a  stay  of  execution; 
nor  would  an  appeal  sUiy  execution  unless  an  undertaking  was 
given  pursuant  to  §  356.  Conway  v.  IJilchetis^  9  Barb.  378.  By 
the  amendment  of  1858,  it  was  declared  that  an  appeal  should 
liC  ineffectual  unless  the  appellant  deposited  wiih  the  clerk  of 
thin  court  the  costs,  disbursements  and  extra  costs  embraced  i^ 
tlse  jijd;.nnent  ap[K:aled  from,  together  with  $15  to  meet  any  costs 
that  might  Ijc  awarded  against  him  in  this  court  upon  the  appe<di 
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or,  if  such  deposit  was  not  made,  unless  lie  should  execute  an  un- 
dertaking to  the  effect  that  lie  would,  in  the  event  of  tlic  aflirm- 
ance  of  tl:e  judgment  by  this  court,  jay  all  costs,  disbursements 
and  extra  costs  that  had  been  awarded  against  him  in  the  court 
below,  together  with  all  costs  and  damages  that  might  be  awarded 
against  him  upon  the  appeal  in  this  court. 

The  object  of  this  provision  is  very  plain.  Before  its  enact- 
ment the  prevailing  party  in  the  court  below  had  no  security  for 
the  costs  incurred  by  the  appeal,  but  was  left  to  collect  them  by 
au  execution  issued  upon  the  judgment  of  aflirmance  in  this 
court.  If  an  undertaking  was  given  to  stay  execution,  that  un- 
dertaking covered  them,  as  the  sureties  undertook  to  pay  any 
amount  remaining  unsatisfied  upon  the  return  of  an  execution 
issued  upon  a  judgment  rendered  against  the  appellant;  but,  un- 
less there  was  such  an  undertaking,  they  were  not  secured  to  the 
party  who  had  recovered  the  judgment  in  the  court  below.  He 
might  go  on  and  collect  the  judgment  in  the  court  below,  and  if 
it  was  afterwards  reversed,  the  appellate  court  would  order  him 
to  restore  what  he  had  collected,  with  interest  from  the  time  of 
payment  or  collection.  This  provision  for  an  undertaking,  or  a 
deposit,  to  render  the  appeal  in  any  ease  effectual,  is  a  security 
not  onl3'  for  the  costs  upon  the  appeal,  but  also  for  cos!s  and  dis- 
bursements incurred  in  obtaining  the  judgment  in  the  court  be- 
low. It  does  not  operate  as  a  stay  of  execution,  for  the  355tli 
and  S56th  sections  were  left  unchanged  when  this  amendment 
was  made,  and  they  declare  that  if  the  ai)pellant  desire  a  stay  of 
execution  he  shall  give  the  undertaking  provided  for  in  the  356th 
section. 

It  is  fair  to  assume,  that  if  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legisla 
ture  that  the  new  undertaking  should  be  a  substitute  for  the 
former  one,  and  should  operate  as  a  stay  of  i)roceedings,  th:it 
they  would  have  repealed  the  two  sections  referred  to ;  but  as 
they  suffered  them  to  remain,  we  must  take  the  three  sections 
together,  and,  taking  them  together,  it  is  observable  that  the  two 
undertakings  differ.  In  the  new  one  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
is  fixed  for  the  costs,  disbursements,  and  extra  costs  in  the  court 
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below,  and  the  costs  and  damages  arc  awarded  against  the  ap- 
pellant, upon  the  appeal,  the  moment  the  judgment  is  afi&rmed 
In  the  other,  or  former  undertaking,  the  sureties  are  not  liable 
unless  an  execution  upon  a  judgment  rendered  against  the  ap- 
pellant is  returned  unsatisfied,  when  they  are  liable  for  the 
amount  which  may  remain  unsatisfied.  In  the  one  case  the  re- 
turn of  an  execution  is  essentiul  before  they  can  be  charged.  In 
the  other,  their  undertaking  or  promise  is  qualified  by  no  such 
condition. 

As  there  is  this  diflerence,  then,  and  as  section  355  is  impera- 
tive that  the  undertaking  provided  for  in  section  356  must  be 
given  to  stii}'  execution,  it  seems  to  follow  that  the  new  under- 
taking provided  for  in  the  amendment  of  section  354  was  de- 
signed to  be  a  distinct  and  different  undertaking,  and  not  in- 
tended as  a  substitute  for  the  otlier.  As  the  new  undertaking 
mur^t  be  given  to  render  the  apj)eal  effectual  in  any  case*,  nnd 
llie  other  if  the  appellant  wishes  to  stay  the  execution,  it  is  nec- 
essary to  ascertain  the  exact  extent  and  scope  of  the  two  instru- 
ments. 

As  respects  the  former  one  there  is  no  difficulty,  as  it  covers 
any  amount  which  inav  remain  unsatisfied  after  the  return  of  an 
execution  U}  on  a  JudgUient  reiiuercd  agiiiubt  tlie  appeliiiuL     As 
it  stays  tlie  is.suingof  an  execution  upon  the  judgment  below,  or 
all  farther  proceedings  if  one  has  been  issued,  thus  preventing  a 
return  until  the  julginent  of  the  apix-llate  court  has  been  given, 
{Smith  v.  AUoi^  2  K.  D.  Smith,  259),  it  embRices  whatever  is  in- 
cluded in  the  judgment  Ixilow,  or  which  may  remain  due  after 
the  return  of  the  execution  which  has  been  issued  upon  it.    1'he 
new  undertaking,  however,  extends  only  to  the  costs,  disburse- 
ments and  extra  costs,  which  form  a  part  of  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below,  and  the  costs  and  damages  awarded  against  the 
appellant  ujxjn  the  affirninnec  of  the  judgment  by  this  co!irt 
If  the  judgment  is  affirmed,  eosts  are  and  must  be  awarded 
to  tiic  respondent,  {Loguc  v.  GiVich,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  398);  and 
they  are  collectable  by  an  execution  issued  \\\yQn  the  judgment 
cf  the  nj^pellatc  court,  or  may  now  be  obtained  by  an  action 
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upon  the  new  undertalcing,  which  the  appellant  ia  in  every  case 
required  to  give. 

]f  no  undertaking  has  been  given  to  stay  execution  under 
sections  3o'>  and  306,  the  respondent  proceeds  and  enforces  his 
judgment  by  execution  in  tbe  court  below  ;  and  if  one  Las  been 
given,  the  stay  is  at  an  end  upon  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment 
l.y  thia  court,  and  he  is  then  at  lib^y  to  proceed  with  his  exe- 
cution in  the  court  below,  and  cnfg^^hat  judgment    The  costa 
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awan'ed  to  him  upon  the  i 
this  court,  or  by  an  action  agai 
bound  for  their  payment. 
also  damnges  which  may  heM 
the  affirmance  of  the  jndgi 
the  judgment  entered  in  t 
judgment  of  the  court  bel 
recovered  judgment  in  tij 
costs,  and  that  the  jud| 
this  court  at  general  tcrm-| 
tlic  appelliint  do  recover  J 
together  wilb  fifteen  dollai 
and  disbursements  upon  the  a 
$245.16. 

It  is  insisted  that  there  is  an  award  of  $230  damnges  agiunst 
tlie  appellant  upon  the  afTirmance  of  the  judgment,  which  is  em- 
braced in  the  undertaking  given  by  the  defendants  under  scotioD 
354.  I  do  not  so  regard  it.  This  is  si.'njily  n  judgment  of 
nlTirmance.  It  appears  that  the  general  term  merely  affirmed 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  which  would  not  authorize  an 
execution  to  be  issued  in  tliis  court  upon  the  judgment  to  enfbrco 
the  payment  of  any  sum  but  the  $15.16  costs  and  diahnrflementa 
upon  the  appeal.  For  all  that  appears  in  this  case,  the  judgment 
below  may  have  been  paid  and  satisfied  before  it  was  affirmed. 

But  we  are  asked  what  is  meant  in  this  new  undertaking  by 
damages  which  may  be  awardeil  against  the  appellant  upon  the 
affirmance  of  the  judgment ;  the  answer  to  which  is,  that  there 
may  bo  cases  in  which  it  is  necessary,  and  in  which  this  court 
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is  crnf>owered.  to  render  judgment  against  the  appellant,  to  be 
enforjc'l  ri.s  a  j-i-lgmcrit  of  tliis  court,  for  a  sum  beyond  the  cost 
of  tLc  appeal ;  as  for  instance,  under  section  370,  where,  if  a  re- 
cov.Tv  bo  Ijad  by  one  party,  anil  costs  be  awarded  to  the  other, 
\vu  are  roquireJ,  as  the  appellate  court,  to  set  oflF  the  one  against 
the  other,  and  render  judgment  for  the  balance,  which  would 
ncc^.'ssarily  be  enforced  as  a  judgment  of  this  court,  and  if  the 
balance  was  against  the  appellant,  it  would,  in  the  language  of 
this  new  undertaking,  be  an  awarding  of  damages  against  him 
upon  tlie  appeal.  All  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  in  this 
action  was  $20.16.  That  is,  $o  for  the  costs,  disbursements  and 
extra  costs  included  in  the  judgment  below,  and  $15.16  costs  of 
the  ai>peal.  For  that  amount  the  judgment  should  be  affinned, 
and  reversed  as  to  the  residue. 
Judgment  accordingly. 


Charles  J.  Macdoxald  v.  Cornelius  K  Garrison  and 

Charles  Morgan. 


Although  it  is  iisunl  to  allow  a  oommiasion  to  examine  foreign  witneflsee  as  a  mat- 
Ut  of  course,  where  no  stay  is  desired,  yet,  upon  setUing  the  ioterrogatoriea,  it  is 
tin.'  <Iij(y  of  tlie  judge,  if  required,  to  allow  onlj  such  as  relate  to  Uio  iasoea  to  be 
triod  in  the  actifm. 

Tho  Hcttloinout  of  interrogatories  is  equivalent  to  passing  upon  questioiia  propounded 
to  a  witiioflS  when  called  to  teiitifj  at  the  trial. 

In  an  action  to  recover  for  services  rendered  in  the  emplojrment  of  the  defendants, 
it  was  onc.'ded  that  certain  interrogatories  proposed  on  their  part  to  foreign  wit- 
lU'Wfn,  were  for  the  puri>ose  of  showing  tliat  the  plaintiil|  many  jeara  previous  to 
hiH  employment,  hod  been  guilty  of  specific  acts  of  bad  conduct  which  were  crim- 
inal, or  morally  wrong.  JIdd,  that  tho  allowance  of  such  interrogatories  wu 
projierly  refused  by  the  judge. 

The  cliaractiT  or  credibility  of  a  witness  cannot  be  impeacfaed  by  showibg  partico* 
lar  acts  of  immorality  or  bad  ooodoct. 

Ai'i'EAL  from  an  order  made  by  a  judge  at  cliamberSi  and 
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entered,  refusing  to  settle  and  allow  certain  interrogatories  pro- 
posed to  be  attached  by  the  defendants  to  a  commission  to  be 
issued  for  the  examination,  on  their  behalf,  of  foreign  witnesses. 
The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  certain  services 
rendered  to  the  defendants  by  the  plaintiff,  while  in  their  em- 
ployment at  Nicaragua  and  elsewhere,  between  September,  1865, 
and  January,  1658.  The  defence  set  up  was,  that  the  defend- 
ants had  paid  the  plaintiff  in  full  for  the  services  so  rendered. 
On  the  application  of  the  defendants  a  commission  had  been 
allowed  to  issue,  to  examine  certain  witnesses  in  Canada ;  but  the 
allowance  was  unaccompanied  by  any  stay  of  proceedings.  On 
the  presentation  for  settlement,  to  the  judge  at  chambers,  of  the 
interrogatories  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  proposed  to  be  at- 
tached to  the  commission,  it  was  insisted,  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  subjects  inquired  of  in  no  way  related  to  the  issues 
to  be  tried  in  the  action ;  and  thereupon  the  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendants conceded  that  the  object  of  the  interrogatories  was  to 
inquire  respecting  certain  alleged  acts  of  bad  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff  while  in  Canada,  many  years  previous  to  his  employ- 
ment, and  which  were  criminal,  or  were  morally  wrong.  The 
right  to  put  these  questions  was  placed  upon  the  ground  that 
their  answers  would  have  the  effect  of  impeaching  the  character 
or  credibility  of  the  plaintil!^  in  case  he  should  offer  himself  as 
a  witness  at  the  trial  in  his  own  behal£  The  allowance  was  re- 
fused for  the  following  reasons : 

Hilton,  J. — Although  it  is  usual  to  grant  an  order  for  a  com- 
mission upon  the  application  of  either  party,  where  no  stay  is 
desired,  almost  as  a  matter  of  course,  yet^  upon  the  settlement  of 
the  interrogatories,  the  judge,  if  required,  should  look  into  the 
questions  propounded,  to  see  if  they  relate  to  the  matters  at  issue, 
and  to  be  tried  in  the  action.  And  it  is  not  necessary,  upon  such 
occasions,  to  show  with  absolute  certainty  that  the  subjects  in- 
quired of  will  be  material  at  the  trial ;  it  will  be  sufficient  if  a 
reasonable  ground  exists  for  supposing  that  such  will  be  the  case. 
2  R  S.  39i,  §§  11,  14,  15. 
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lu  the  present  case  no  difference  exists  in  respect  to  the  object 
of  the  inquiry,  or  the  facts  proposed  to  be  proven  by  the  wit- 
nesses to  be  examined  under  the  interrogatories  now  presented 
to  mc  by  the  defendants  for  settlement.  The  conceded  object  is 
to  show  that,  several  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  certain  acts  of  bad  conduct  which 
were  criminally  or  morally  wrong;  and  it  is  supposed  that  the 
effect  of  such  evidence  will  be  to  impeach  the  credibility  aad 
character  of  the  plaintiff,  should  he  offer  himself  as  a  witness  upon 
the  trial. 

The  pleadings  show  that  this  action  is  brought  to  recover  the 
value  of  certain  services  alleged  to  have  been  performed  by  th( 
plaintiff  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  and  there  seems  to  ht 
no  possible  aspect  of  the  case  in  which  the  testimony  sought  t) 
be  taken  by  this  commission  would  be  admissible;  and  asthi 
settlement  of  interrogatories  ap|x;ars  to  be  equivalent  to  passin;( 
upon  questions  propounded  to  a  witness  when  called  upon  t) 
testify  at  the  trial,  I  must,  for  the  reasons  stated,  decline  to  permit 
the  questions  to  be  put,  and  refuse  to  settle  or  allow  the  inter- 
rogatories presented.  BuUer's  Nisi  Prius,  296 ;  Peake's  Ev,  140; 
1  Greenleaf  s  Ev.  §§  461,  462 ;  4  Phillipps'  Ev.  (C.  &  H.  Notes, 
364)  717  ;  Jackson  v.  Lewts,  18  John.  604 ;  Southard  v.  JHexford^ 
6  Cowen,  255 ;  Coniintj  v.  Coridruj,  2  Selden,  97,  104 ;  Newton 
V.  Harris^  id.  345 ;   Cvimnomceullh  v.  Moore,  3  Pick.  194. 

The  application  to  settle  defendants'  interrogatories  denied. 

The  defendants  appealed  from  the  order. 

Israel  T.  Williams,  for  the  appellants. 

I.  Tlie  statute  gives  the  right — the  absolute  right — to  take  the 
testimony  of  any  witness  in  a  cause  pending  in  this  court,  upon 
iis  appearing  by  affidavit  that  the  witness  does  not  reside  in  the 
state,  and  that  the  party  is  advised  by  his  counsel  that  such  wit- 
ness is  material,  and  that  he  believes  the  same.  See  2  R.  S.  (3d 
cd.)  p.  490,  §  12. 

II.  Section  15  provides  that  the  interrogatories  shall  be  settled 
by  a  judge,  &c. 
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m.  Section  16  provides  that  either  party  may  be  allowed  to 
insert  '^  any  question  pertinent  to  the  cause.''  1.  The  object  of 
the  testimony,  as  it  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  is  to  prove  the 
plaintiff's  bad  character.  This  is  competent,  and  ^'  pertinent  to 
the  cause,"  for  the  following  reasons :  a.  The  plaintiff  may  be  a 
witness,  and  it  is  proper  in  this  case  by  way  of  affecting  his  cred- 
ibility, or  rendering  him  incompetent;  b.  He  claims  upon  a 
quantum  meruit  for  services  rendered  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  &c., 
in  which  the  value  of  the  services  would  depend  very  much  upon 
his  reliability,  character,  and  well  established  integrity. 

John  T,  Doyle,  for  the  respondent. 

I.  The  only  conceivable  ground  on  which  the  plaintiff's  char- 
acter could  be  material,  would  be  to  impeach  him  in  case  he  offered 
himself  as  a  witness.  Now,  to  impeach  the  credit  and  character  of 
a  witness,  witnesses  can  only  be  examined  as  to  his  general  char- 
acter, and  not  as  to  particular  facts,  or  his  specific  acts ;  and  the 
reason  given  is,  that  every  man  may  be  supposed  capable  of  sup- 
porting his  general  character,  but  it  is  not  likely  he  should  be 
prepared  to  answer  as  to  particular  facts  without  notice,  and 
unless  his  general  character  and  behavior  are  in  issue  he  has  no 
notice.  This  principle,  in  substance,  has  been  established  by 
many  cases  of  great  authority,  and  is  laid  down  in  all  the  elemen 
tary  books  on  evidence  without  an  exception.  1  GreenleaTs  Ev^ 
§§461,  462 ;  2  Phillipps'  Ev.  431 ;  Peake's  Ev.  140 ;  Buller's' 
Nisi  Prius,  296. 

II.  The  same  principle  has  also  been  held  by  many  decisions 
in  this  state,  among  which  are  Coming  v.  Corning,  2  Seld.  104 ; 
Jackson  v.  Lewi'^,  13  Johnson,  504 ;  Southard  v.  Bex/ord,  6  Cow.. 
255 ;  Netvtoji  v.  Harris,  2  Seld.  845. 

III.  If  the  plaintiff  should  be  produced  as  a  witness  on  his, 
own  behalf,  it  would  be  undoubtedly  competent,  on  cross-exam- 
ination, to  ask  him  whether  he  did  or  did  not  do  or  say  any 
particular  thing,  but,  the  matter  so  interrogated  to  being  collate- 
ral, the  party  interrogating  is  bound  by  the  answer,  and  cannot 
contradict  it.     "  The  answer  of  a  witness  as  to  whether  he  has 
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or  has  not  been  guilty  of  some  particular  offence,  must  be  taken, 
and  the  party  against  whom  he  has  been  called  will  not  be 
allowed  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  charge."  Vide  2  Phillipps* 
Ev.  (Cowen  k  Hill's  Notes^  part  2,  note  886)  431 ;  People  t. 
Hector,  19  Wend.  569. 

lY.  It  was  suggested,  by  defendant's  counsel,  that  to  prove 
the  plaintiff  guilty  of  a  felony  ten  years  ago,  would  impair  the 
value  of  his  services  in  a  position  of  confidence  such  as  he  filled. 
It  is  difficult  to  see  how.  The  question  here,  is  simply  whether 
he  rendered  the  services,  acted  faithfully  in  his  employment,  and 
what  were  his  services  worth.  An  inquiry  into  his  conduct  ten 
years  ago  is  no  more  pertinent  to  thia^  than  one  as  to  his  behavior 
whilst  a  boy  at  school 

Per  Curiam. — For  the  reasons  assigned  by  Judge  Hilton,  the 
order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with  $10  ooeXa^  to  abide 
event 

Ordered  accordingly. 


Jakss  Nsart  v.  Hoksr  Boarwicc 

Tbit  dttiuigw  reoorenble  in  an  actkm  for  a  breach  of  ooyenant^  must  noi  onlj  bt 
averred  in  the  complaint,  bat  mtut  be  shown  with  reasonable  oertaintf  at  Um 
trial,  and  not  left  to  speculation  and  conjecture. 

N.  claimed  damages  of  B.^  and  threatened  a  suit  for  an  alleged  breach  of  covenaiiL 
The  claim  being  disputed  In  good  faith  bj-  B.,  thej  met,  and  afVer  considering  Um 
subject,  B.  paid  $30,  whidi  N.  accepted,  sajing  that  all  his  daim  wm  settled, 
and  he  would  not  sue :  Bddf  a  binding  accord  and  satis&otion. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Second  District  Court  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  The  feicts  are  very  folly  stated  in  the 
•opinion. 

John  B.  Soolesj  for  the  appellant 

John  B.  Holmes,  for  the  respondents 
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By  the  Court,  Hilton,  J. — The  plaintiff  complained  before 
the  justice  for  a  breach,  by  the  defendant,  of  a  covenant  con- 
tained in  his  lease  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  upper  part  of  the  build- 
ing and  premises  No.  502  Broadway.  In  the  language  of  the 
complaint,  the  breach  consisted  in  "  not  studding  and  boarding 
up  the  premises ;  also  in  bad  studding  and  improperly  encroach- 
ing upon  the  plaintiff's  premises  in  its  putting  up,  and  in  not 
taking  it  away  at  the  proper  time."  The  answer  was  general,  de- 
nial, and  accord  and  satisfiftction.  The  j  ustice  gave  j  udgmen t  for 
the  plaintiff  for  $150  damages,  and  the  defendant  appeals ;  the 
principal  grounds  relied  on  being,  that  no  cause  of  action  was 
shown,  and  also  that  it  was  proven,  that  before  the  action  was 
brought  the  plaintiff  received  of  the  defendant  $20,  in  full  satis- 
faction of  his  present  demands. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  leased  to  the  plaintiff  for  one 
year,  from  May  1st,  1858,  the  upper  part  of  house  No.  502 
Broadway,  with  the  kitchen  and  a  privilege  in  the  yard.  In  the 
written  agreement,  it  was  recited  tbat  the  defendant  intended  to 
take  down  the  south  wall  of  the  house,  for  the  purpose  of  erect- 
ing a  party  wall,  and  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  give  free  access,  at 
all  times,  to  the  persons  engaged  in  such  work,  and  to  permit 
them  to  do  everything  necessary  and  proper  for  its  execution 
and  completion.  Also,  that  he  would  not  make  any  claim  for 
any  loss,  injury  or  damage  sustained  by  him  iu  consequence  of 
such  work  or  the  manner  in  which  it  might  be  conducted ;  and 
the  plaintiff  was  not  to  do  any  repairs,  of  any  kind,  in  or  upon 
the  premises,  either  before  or  after  the  completion  of  the  work. 
After  this  lease  and  agreement  was  prepared  and  ready  for  exe- 
cution, as  it  would  seem  from  an  inspection  of  it,  there  was  added 
to  it  a  fire  clause,  and  also  an  agreement,  by  the  plaintifl^  to  put 
up  studding  and  boarding  to  inclose  the  premises,  and  to  tako 
the  same  away  after  the  completion  of  the  wall ;  and  for  a  breach 
of  this  covenant  the  present  action  was  brought  The  evidenoe 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  tiial,  tended  to  show  that  the 
studding  and  boarding  up  unnecessarily  encroached  upon  his  stair- 
way, by  which  access  to  the  second  story  was  had  from  the  street 


616  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Keuy  T.  Bofhrick. 


door.  That  it  did  not  extend  to  or  include  the  whole  of  the 
kitchen,  or  to  any  part  of  an  addition,  one  story  in  heightb,  which 
existed  at  the  end  of  the  first  story  hall,  and  was  formed  by  in- 
closing the  back  stoop,  through  which  access  was  generally  had 
to  the  yard,  although  it  could  be  and  was  likewise  reached 
by  a  stairway  from  the  roof  of  this  addition.  One  of  the 
witnesses  testified  that  the  stairway  was,  by  the  encroach ment^ 
made  so  narrow,  that  three  or  four  times  he  heard  both  ladies 
and  gentlemen  refuse  to  go  up ;  the  difficulty  being,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  witness,  that  in  going  up  "  a  lady  would  have  to 
raise  her  dress  and  squeeze.'*  On  his  cross-examination,  how- 
ever, it  appeared  that  although  he  work^  for  the  plaintifi^,  he 
knew  of  no  customers  thus  refusing ;  that  he  could  not  name  the 
parties  he  saw  refuse,  nor  did  he  know  their  business. 

It  was  also  shown,  that  the  plaintifi'put  up  a  stairway  two  or 
three  days  after  the  studding  was  up,  and  thereafter  there  was 
free  ingress.  The  cost  of  this  stairway  was  $80,  or  thereabouts. 
The  addition  or  extension  on  the  first  floor  was  proven  by  the 
plaintiff  as  being  worth,  to  rent,  from  $175  to  $200  per  annum, 
until  after  the  wall  was  taken  down,  and  by  reason  of  which  it 
was  rendered  valueless.  The  business  carried  on  by  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  premises  was  the  manufacture  of  poticbomanie,  dia* 
phan<^  and  Jouven's  glove  cleaner.  Its  extent,  or  in  what  man- 
ner it  was  affected,  if  at  all,  by  the  injuries  complained  of^  was 
not  made  to  appear;  nor  was  it  shown  in  what  degree,  or  to 
what  extent,  if  any,  the  premises  were  rendered  less  valuable  or 
useful  to  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  alleged  breach  of  the 
agreement  by  the  defendant,  in  respect  to  the  studding  and 
boarding.  During  the  progress  of 'the  work,  access  could  at  all 
times  be  had  to  the  yard,  although  it  was  considered  dangerous 
and  unpleasant  on  account  of  the  caving  in  of  the  earth,  yet  no 
accident  ever  happened,  nor  was  any  special  injury  shown  to 
have  resulted  from  this  inconvenience  or  fear  of  danger. 

When  the  troubles  and  injuries  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff 
would  seem  to  have  reached  their  highest  point,  and  in  the 
month  of  July,  the  defendant  called  on  him,  and  he  demauded 


NEW  YORK— JULY,  1859.  517 


Natiy  Y.  Bostwick. 


damages  for  his  injuries  at  that  time,  stating  what  they  were,  and 
in  what  they  consisted.  He  then  agreed  to  take  $20  for  his  de- 
mands, and  the  defendant  paid  it,  the  plaintiff  saying  that  he 
took  it  to  save  trouble.  Upon  this  point  the  plaintiff  further 
testified,  that  he  accepted  this  $20  as  a  compromise  only,  for  his 
loss  of  rent  of  the  addition  up  to  that  time ;  but  the  subsequent 
testimony  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  which  the  plaintiff 
did  not  deny,  was  that  the  defendant  declined  to  pay  anything 
whatever,  claiming  that  the  agreement  permitted  what  was  done, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  under  it  to  the  addition  or  ex- 
tension. The  plaintiff  threatened  a  lawsuit,  and  was  told  to  sue 
away ;  and  the  defendant  arose  to  go.  The  plaintiff  then  said 
he  would  take  $20  and  settle  it,  and  the  defendant  paid  it  to 
prevent  a  lawsuit.  The  plaintiff  had  previously  stated  all  he 
complained  o^  and  which  was  of  the  hole  in  the  cellar,  the  tim- 
bers under  the  building,  and  the  addition.  On  receiving  the  $20 
he  pledged  his  honor  that  all  his  claim  was  settled,  and  he  would 
not  sue. 

The  outline  of  the  case  here  given  is  from  the  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence, except  as  to  the  defence  of  accord  and  satisfaction  ;  and 
that  is  taken  from  the  whole  case.  Upon  such  testimony,  I  am 
at  a  loss  to  discover  upon  what  ground  the  justice  arrived  at  his 
conclusion  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  damages  he 
awarded.  The  action  was  upon  an  alleged  breach  of  covenant, 
and  in  such  cases  it  is  well  established  that  the  damages  to  be  re- 
covered must  not  only  be  averred,  but  must  be  shown  with  reason- 
able certainty,  and  not  left  to  speculation  and  conjecture.  1  Chit 
Pleadings,  886 ;  Squier  v.  Oouldj  14  Wend.  159,  and  cusco  cited  ; 
Bogari  v.  Buck/ialter,  2  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  525 ;  Fox  v.  Decker,  8  E. 
D.  Smith,  154 ;  Giles  v.  0' Toole,  4  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  264;  Vander- 
slice  V.  Newton,  4  Comst  182 ;  Griffin  v.  Oolver,  16  N.  Y.  Bep. 
489 ;  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  575,  576. 

Ilcre  the  omission  of  the  averment  of  any  damage  whatever 
in  the  complaint  cannot  be  now  considered,  as  the  defendant 
waived  all  objection  to  such  omission  by  answering  and  going  to 
trial  upon  it    But  this  waiver  was  not  an  admission  that  the 
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is  empowered,  to  render  judgment  against  the  appellant,  to  be 
enforced  a.s  a  judgment  of  this  court,  for  a  sum  bejond  the  cost 
of  the  appeal ;  as  for  instance,  under  section  370,  where,  if  a  re- 
covery be  had  by  one  party,  and  costs  be  awarded  to  the  other, 
\vc  are  required,  as  the  appellate  court,  to  set  off  the  one  against 
the  other,  and  render  judgment  for  the  balance,  which  would 
necessarily  be  enforced  as  a  judgment  of  this  court,  and  if  the 
balance  was  against  the  appellant,  it  would,  in  the  language  of 
this  new  undertaking,  be  an  awanling  of  damages  against  him 
upon  the  appeal.  All  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  in  this 
action  was  $20.16.  That  is,  $.3  for  the  costs,  disbursements  and 
extra  costs  included  in  the  judgment  below,  and  $15.16  costs  of 
the  a{>pcal.  For  that  amount  the  judgment  should  be  a£Simed, 
and  reversed  as  to  the  residue. 
Judgment  accordingly. 


Charles  J.  Macdonald  v.  Cornelius  K.  Garrison  akd 

Charles  Morgan. 


Although  it  is  usual  to  aUow  a  oommission  to  examine  foreign  witneaBOS  as  a  mat- 
ter of  course,  where  no  stay  is  desired,  yet,  upon  settling  the  interrogatories,  it  ii 
tlic  duty  of  the  judge,  if  required,  to  allow  only  such  as  relate  to  the  issues  to  be 
tried  in  the  action. 

The  settlomoiit  of  interrogatories  is  equivalent  to  passing  upon  questions  propounded 
to  a  witness  when  called  to  testify  at  the  trial. 

In  an  action  to  recover  for  flervices  rendered  in  the  employment  of  the  defendantii 
it  was  conceded  that  certain  interrogatories  proposed  on  their  part  to  foreign  wit- 
nesitcs,  were  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  plaintifl|  many  yean  previous  to 
hia  employment,  had  been  guilty  of  specific  acts  of  bad  conduct  which  were  crim- 
inol,  or  morally  wrong.  Hdd^  that  the  allowance  of  such  interrogatories  wm 
properly  refused  by  the  judge. 

The  character  or  credibility  of  a  witness  cannot  be  impeached  by  ahdwing  partico* 
lar  acts  of  immorality  or  bad  ooodoct. 

Appeal  from  an  order  made  by  a  judge  at  chambers,  and 
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entered,  refasing  to  settle  and  allow  certain  interrogatories  pro- 
posed to  be  attached  by  the  defendants  to  a  commission  to  be 
ia-iued  for  the  examination,  on  their  behalf,  of  foreign  witnesses. 
The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  certain  services 
rendered  to  the  defendants  by  the  plaintiff,  while  in  their  em- 
ployment at  Nicaragua  and  elsewhere,  between  September,  1855, 
and  January,  1658.  The  defence  set  up  was,  that  the  defend- 
ants had  paid  the  plaintiff  in  fall  for  the  services  so  rendered. 
On  the  application  of  the  defendants  a  commission  had  been 
allowed  to  issue,  to  examine  certain  witnesses  in  Canada ;  but  the 
allowance  was  unaccompanied  by  any  stay  of  proceedings.  On 
the  presentation  for  settlement,  to  the  judge  at  chambers,  of  the 
interrogatories  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  proposed  to  be  at- 
tached to  the  commission,  it  was  insisted,  on  belialf  of  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  subjects  inquired  of  in  no  way  related  to  the  issues 
to  be  tried  in  the  action ;  and  thereupon  the  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendants conceded  that  the  object  of  the  interrogatories  was  to 
inquire  respecting  certain  alleged  acts  of  bad  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff  while  in  Canada,  many  years  previous  to  his  employ- 
ment, and  which  were  criminal,  or  were  morally  wrong.  The 
right  to  put  these  questions  was  placed  upon  the  ground  that 
their  answers  would  have  the  effect  of  impeaching  the  character 
or  credibility  of  the  plaintiff,  in  case  he  should  offer  himself  as 
a  witness  at  the  trial  in  his  own  behal£  The  allowance  was  re- 
fused for  the  following  reasons : 

Hilton,  J. — Although  it  is  usual  to  grant  an  order  for  a  com- 
mission upon  the  application  of  either  party,  where  no  stay  is 
desired,  almost  as  a  matter  of  course,  yet,  upon  the  settlement  of 
the  interrogatories,  the  judge,  if  required,  should  look  into  the 
questions  propounded,  to  see  if  they  relate  to  the  matters  at  issue, 
and  to  be  tried  in  the  action.  And  it  is  not  necessary,  upon  such 
occasions,  to  show  with  absolute  certainty  that  the  subjects  in- 
quired of  will  be  material  at  the  trial ;  it  will  be  sufficient  if  a 
reasonable  ground  exists  for  supposing  that  such  will  be  the  case. 
2  R.  S.  394,  §§  11,  14,  15. 
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The  doctrine  of  fter«  dbcuU  hee  xk>  apfdieaibility  to  a  prior  deciiion  upon  a  qoeiHfli 
of  Juriediction,  where  it  plainly  i^ipeara  that  the  deciaioQ  was  founded  vcgtm.  a 
mistaken  reading  of  a  statate. 

The  case  dtDaviB  ▼.  Bwiaon  (5  Abbott  P.  R  63)  diaapproTed. 

At  Spbcial  Term,  April  20,  1858. 

Motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  taken  on  behalf  of  Kinshimer,  a 
tenant,  to  the  general  term  of  this  eonrt,  from  a  detennination 
made  by  a  justice  of  a  district  court,  in  a  summary  proceeding 
by  Bomaine,  as  landlord,  to  recover  the  possession  of  certain 
premises  in  the  occupation  of  Kinshimer. 

M.  L.  Lanman^  for  the  motion. 
C.  Bainbridge  Smithy  opposed. 

Hilton,  J. — Under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes^ 
(2  R.  S.,  art.  2,  title  10,  ch.  8,  part  8,  p.  512),  proceedings  were 
instituted  by  Romaine,  as  landlord,  before  a  justice  of  one  of  the 
j\istices'  courts  in  this  city,  to  remove  Kinshimer,  as  tenant  <A 
certain  premises  in  Fourth  avenue.  A  summons  having  been 
issued,  the  tenant  filed  an  affidavit  with  the  justice  denying  the 
£icts  alleged  in  the  affidavit  of  the  landlord,  upon  which  the  pro- 
ceedings  were  based,  and  the  matters  thus  controverted  were 
tried  before  a  jury.  A  verdict  and  judgment  having  been  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  landlord,  the  tenant  appealed  therefrom  to 
this  court.  An  application  is  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the  land- 
lord, to  dismiss  the  appeal  thus  taken,  upon  the  ground  that  it  is 
unauthorized  by  law,  and  that  this  court  has  no  power  to  review 
proceedings  of  this  nature. 

In  Davis  v.  Hudson^  (5  Abbott  P.  R.  63),  at  a  general  term  of 
this  court  held  by  two  of  the  then  judges,  (July  term,  1857),  it 
was  determined  that  section  852  of  the  Code  of  1857  authorized 
an  appeal  of  this  character,  and,  therefore,  it  is  argued,  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  the  jurisdiction  to  entertain  such  an  appeal 
does  or  docs  not  exist  is  res  adjudiccUa,  so  far  as  this  court  is 
concerned,  and  consequently  is  not  the  subject  of  review. 
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It  is  manifest,  however,  that  the  decision  was  erroneooa,  and 
not  warranted  by  the  plain  construction  of  the  statutes  to  which 
in  it  reference  is  made.  Section  852  of  the  Code,  upon  which 
that  decision  is  based,  in  no  way  relates  to  special  proceedings  of 
this  kind,  but,  on  the  contrary,  applies  only  to  ^^  appeals  in  dvU 
aclioiia."  It  forms  a  part  of  chap.  5,  title  9,  of  the  second  part  of 
the  Code,  which,  by  sections  1,  2,  S,  &c.,  is  expressly  limited  to  civil 
aiUions,  and  which,  by  section  471,  it  is  declared  shall  not  affect 
any  proceedings  provided  for  by  chap.  8  of  part  8  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  excluding  the  2d  and  12th  titles  thereof.  Benjamin  v, 
Senjamin,  1  Seld.  S83.  If  the  error  thus  shown  consisted  of 
anything  beyond  that  of  a  clearly  mistaken  reading  of  a  statute, 
upon  a  question  of  juri^iction  abne,  we  should  not  consider  it 
open  to  review  in  this  court,  but  would  feel  bound  to  adhere  to 
it  upon  the  doctrine  of  stare  decisis.  But  as  no  particular  prin- 
dple  of  law  is  involved  in  that  decision,  beyond  the  reading  of  a 
parUcular  statute,  and  as  adhering  to  it  would  impose  upon  us 
the  duty  of  entertaining  appeals  in  proceedings  where  it  is  clear 
this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  whatever,  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
doctrine  of  stare  decisis  has  no  applicability  to  such  a  case,  and 
does  not  preclude  us  from  acknowledging  so  obvious  an  error, 
and  hereafter  disregarding  it  as  in  any  way  binding. 

There  cannot  be  a  doubt  that  the  only  method  of  reviewing  a 
proceeding  of  this  nature,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  is  by  a  writ 
of  certiorari  issuing  from  the  Supreme  Court,  (see  2  R.  S,  516, 
§§  47,  48 ;  The  People,  Ac.  v.  Wiaia,  5  Abbott  P.  E.  205X  and  I 
therefore  feel  bound  to  declare  that  the  appeal  here  taken  is 
unauthorized  by  law,  and  void,  and  for  that  reason  should  be 
dismissed. 

In  this  opinion  all  the  present  judges  of  this  court  ooncor. 

Motion  to  dismiss  appeal,  granted, 
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Charles  Moors  t;.  James  C.  Willeit,  sheriff;  &c. 

A  8ole  acting  executor  can  maintain  an  action  respecting  the  property  of  the  tat* 

tator. 
In  actioDB  by  or  against  executors,  it  is  not  necessary  to  Join,  as  partiesiy  those  named 

as  executors  in  the  will,  but  to  whom  letters  testamentary  haTS  not  been  gmted, 

and  who  hare  not  qualified. 

At  Special  Term,  May  81, 1858. 

Motion  to  continue  an  action  in  the  name  of  the  acting  exec* 
utor  of  a  deceased  plaintiff 

Willi' im  VenviU^  for  the  motion. 

Broian,  Hall  Jk  Vanderpoel^  opposed. 

Hilton,  J. — This  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
the  unlawful  taking  and  carrying  away,  by  the  defendant,  of 
certain  goods  of  the  plaintiff.  Upon  proof  of  the  death  of  the 
plaintiff,  leaving  a  will  by  which  he  nominated  Samuel  Moore 
and  William  Wright  his  executors,  and  that  letters  testamentary 
had  been  granted  thereon  to  Moore  as  sole  acting  executor— 
Wright  having  declined  to  act  or  qualify — a  motion  is  now  made 
to  permit  the  action  to  continue  in  the  name  of  the  acting  ezeo- 
utor  as  plaintiff.  The  cause  of  action  being  one  that  survives 
the  death  of  a  party,  there  can  be  no  reason  for  denying  the  ap- 
plication, unless,  as  is  urged  by  the  defendant^  it  is  not  made  bj 
the  proper  parties.     Code,  §  121. 

The  case  of  Bodle^  Acting  Executor^  Jkc.  v.  HtUse  (5  Wenddl, 
S13,)  was  cited  on  the  argument,  as  being  conduaive  upon  the 
question  that,  where  there  are  several  executors,  they  must  all 
join  in  the  prosecution  of  the  action,  even  though  some  renonnoe. 

Although  this  was  the  former  practice,  and  in  the  case  cited 
it  was  held  that  an  acting  executor  could  not  alone  maintain  an 
action  respecting  the  property  of  the  testator,  yet  the  diflScultj 
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presented  by  such  a  rule  was  subsequently  obviated  by  Laws 
of  1838,  (ch,  149,  p.  103),  which  expressly  provide  that,  in  ac- 
tions brought  by  or  against  executors,  it  shall  not  be  necessary 
to  join  those,  as  parties,  to  whom  letters  testamentary  shall  not 
have  been  issued,  and  who  have  not  qualified.  2  B.  S.  (4th  ed.) 
298,  §  2. 
Motion  granted. 


The  Pboplb  of  the  State  of  New  York  v.  John  Petbyand 

William  Mulligan. 

A  judgment  entered  with  the  oounty  clerk,  upon  a  forfeited  reoognizanoe,  beoomes 
lubject  to  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  this  court  to  tlie  same  extent  as  if  it  had 
been  docketed  in  it. 

In  addition,  the  court  has  the  discretionaiy  power  to  remit  the  forfeiture  in  wbolo  or 
in  part,  or  to  discharge  the  recognizance  upon  such  terms  as  appear  just  and 
reasonable. 

In  the  exercise  of  this  discretion,  the  court  will  look  into  the  proceedings  at  the  time 
the  forfeiture  was  declared,  to  ascertain  whether  the  party  was  fairly  entitled  to  a 
postponement  of  the  trial ;  but,  it  seems,  this  will  not  be  done  until  he  has  sub- 
mitted himself  to  trial  and  judgment  upon  the  indictment  against  him. 

In  criminal  cases,  it  is  at  all  times  discretionary  with  the  court  whether  it  will  pro- 
ceed or  not  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant,  and  if  ho  is  called  at  any  siago  of  the 
trial,  and  fails  to  appear  and  answer,  his  recognizance  may  be  declared  forfeited. 

Jt  seemSj  that  no  person  indicted  for  any  offence  can  be  tried  unless  he  be  present  in 
person,  or  by  an  attorney  acting  under  a  distinct  and  express  authority  given  for 
the  purpose. 

Upon  applications  for  a  remission  of  a  forfeited  recognizance,  it  should  appear  that 
the  bail  has  in  no  way  connived  at  the  escape  of  the  party  indicted,  and  also  that 
reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  apprehend  and  surrender  him. 

When  this  is  not  shown,  the  application  will  be  denied. 

At  Spechal  Term,  July  80, 1868. 

Motion  to  vacate  a  judgment  entered  upon  a  forfeited  recog- 
nizance,  and  to  remit  the  forfeiture.  The  grounds  upon  which 
the  application  was  based,  fully  appear  in  the  opinion. 
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James  If.  Smithy  jr.,,  and  T/ieodore  E.  TamUnsonj  for  the  motion. 
John  Sedgwick,  assistant  district  attamet/j  opposed. 

Hilton,  J. — The  defendant  Mulligan  was  indicted  by  the 
grand  jury  of  this  county  for  an  assault  and  battery  on  Hiram 
A.  Webb.  He  appeared  before  the  recorder,  and,  with  the  de- 
fendant Petry  as  surety,  entered  into  a  recognizance  in  the 
sum  of  $1,000,  conditioned  that  he  should  personally  appear 
and  answer  to  the  indictment,  and  abide  the  order  of  the  Court 
of  General  Sessions  of  the  Peace,  and  not  depart  therefrom  with- 
out leave.  The  trial  was  ordered  to  take  place  on  the  9th  of 
July,  instant,  when  he  appeared  with  his  counsel,  and  presented 
to  the  court  affidavits  to  the  effect  that  material  witnesses  for  his 
defence  were  absent,  and  that  without  them  he  could  not  safelj 
proceed  to  trial.  The  recorder,  however,  directed  the  case  to 
proceed,  and  a  jury  was  impanneled;  but  before  the  trial  actu- 
ally conunenced  Mulligan  left  the  court  without  leave,  and  upon 
being  called,  failed  to  appear  or  answer,  and  the  recognizance 
was  thereupon  declared  forfeited.  Judgment  having  been  en- 
tered upon  this  forfeiture,  and  docketed  with  the  county  clerk, 
it  became  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  this  court  in 
the  same  manner  as  other  judgments,  and  as  if  it  had  been  dock- 
eted in  the  court  Laws  of  1845,  ch.  229,  p.  250.  And,  in  ad- 
dition, the  power  is  conferred  upon  us  (Laws  of  1818,  p.  307; 
Laws  of  1854,  cli.  198,  p.  464,  §  6,)  to  remit  all  or  any  part  of 
such  forfeiture,  or  to  discharge  such  recognizance  upon  such 
terms  as  shall  appear  just  and  reasonable. 

llie  defendants  apply  to  have  this  judgment  vacated,  and  tiie 
forfeiture  remitted,  upon  the  following  grounds: 

1st.  That,  upon  the  affidavits  presented,  the  Court  of  Sessions 
should  have  postponed  the  trial,  and  ought  not  to  have  ordered 
it  to  proceed  in  the  absence  of  material  witnesses  for  the  defence. 

2d.  That,  Mulligan's  attorney  having  appeared  for  him,  it  was 
not  necessary,  nor  was  he  bound,  to  be  prefient  in  person,  and 
for  this  reason  the  court  erred  in  directing  the  recognizance  to 
be  forfeited. 
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8d.  That  the  surety,  by  producing  the  defendant  Mulligan 
in  court  at  the  time  the  trial  was  ordered  to  proceed,  became  dis- 
charged from  all  liability  upon  the  recognizance. 

Under  the  wide  jurisdiction  and  discretion  conferred  upon  us, 
in  respect  to  judgments  of  this  nature,  there  cannot  be  much 
doubt  that  we  may  look  into  the  proceedings,  and  the  affidavits 
used  upon  the  motion  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  postpone 
the  trial,  to  ascertain  whether  the  facts  shown  were  such  as 
fairly  entitled  him  to  such  postponement;  but  there  is  a  manifest 
impropriety  in  our  doing  so  before  the  defendant  has  appeared 
and  submitted  himself  to  trial  and  judgment  upon  the  indictment. 
At  present  I  decline  to  do  so  in  this  case. 

The  counsel  is  mistaken  in  supposing  that,  upon  the  trial  of 
an  indictment  for  a  misdemeanor,  the  defendant  has  the  option 
to  attend  or  not,  as  he  may  choose.  It  is  true,  that,  at  common 
law,  the  trial  might  proceed  in  his  absence,  provided  he  hud 
once  appeared;  (4  Black.  Com.  868);  but  our  statutes  (2  R.  S. 
734,  §  13)  provide  that  no  person,  indicted  for  any  offence,  can 
be  tried  unless  he  be  present,  either  personally,  or  by  his  attorney 
duly  auOiorized  for  thai  purpose.  And  in  the  case  of  The  People 
V.  Wilkes  (5  Howard  P.  R  104,)  it  was  held  that  the  general 
authority  of  an  attorney  or  counsel  in  the  cause  was  not  suffi- 
cient There  must  be  a  distinct  and  express  authority  given  for 
the  purpose,  and  an  unequivocal  waiver  of  the  defendant's  right 
to  be  present,  before  the  trial  can  proceed.  But,  apart  from  this, 
in  criminal  cases  it  is  at  all  times  discretionary  with  the  court 
whether  it  will  proceed  or  not  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant, 
and  if  he  is  called  at  any  stage  of  the  trial,  and  fails  to  appear  and 
answer,  his  recognizance  may  be  forfeited.  2  Bennett  &  Hurd's 
Crim.  Cases,  454. 

In  respect  to  the  third  ground,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  the 
recognizance  was  upon  condition  that  Mulligan  should  personally 
appear  to  answer  the  indictment  "  and  abide  the  order  of  the 
court,  and  not  depart  therefrom  without  leave^^  thus  providing 
against  the  very  contingency  which  happened  in  this  case. 

Finally,  as  a  general  rule,  applications  of  this  nature  should 
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not  receive  any  favor  at  the  hands  of  the  coart|  unless  it  is  made 
to  appear  that  the  surety  or  bail  has  in  no  way  connived  at  or 
consented  to  the  escape,  and,  in  addition,  that  every  reasonable 
effort  has  been  made  to  apprehend  the  principal,  and  surrender 
him  up  for  trial.  This,  it  seems,  is  in  the  power  of  the  defend* 
ant  Petry  at  any  time  to  do,  as  the  affidavits  read  by  the  di^ 
trict  attorney  show  that  Mulligan  is  now  living  at  Hoboken  in 
New  Jersey,  liable  at  any  moment  to  be  seized  by  his  bail  and 
brought  to  this  city. 
For  these  reasons  the  motion  is  denied. 


Georgb  W.  Woodward  v.  George  C.  Qsnet. 

A  written  instniment,  ta  the  usual  form  of  a  bond,  but  without  smJ,  ahoold  be  ir 

garded  as  a  promiasoiy  note. 
In  an  action  upon  such  aji  instrument,  it  was  shown  to  have  been  gircA  ktm 

actual  indebtedness :  HeU  that  the  plaintiif  was  entitled  to  Judgment  upon  It 

At  Special  Term,  August  7,  1858. 

Trial  before  a  judge  without  a  jury.  The  action  was  brought 
upon  a  written  instrument  in  the  usual  form  of  a  bond,  but  with- 
out seal,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  $85,000  in  certain  in- 
stalments. The  defence  was,  substantially,  that  it  created  no 
obligation  or  liability,  as  no  consideration  appeared  upon  its  £ioe. 
At  the  trial  the  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  show  that  it  was  ac- 
companied by  a  mortgage,  given  for  part  of  the  conaideratioii 
for  the  conveyance  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant^  of  certain 
lands  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania. 

E.  W.  StoughUm^  for  the  plainti£ 

Charles  P.  Kirkland^  for  the  defendant. 

Hilton,  J. — This  action  was  tried  before  me  al  special  tem 
without  a  jury.    The  defendant  having  offered  no  testimony,  it 
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is  to  be  determined  whether  the  instrument  described  in  the 
complaint,  and  which  is  in  the  usual  form  of  a  bond,  but  with- 
out seal,  is  any  evidence  whatever  of  an  indebtedness.  Its  plain 
import  is,  that  at  the  times  specified  the  defendant  will  pay  to 
the  plaintiflf  certain  soms  of  money ;  and  although  it  is  not  in  the 
usual  form  of  promissory  notes,  yet  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
it  is  such,  judged  either  by  the  rules  of  the  mercantile  law,  or  by 
the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  IBS.  768,  §  1 ;  Fisher 
V.  Leslie^  1  Esp.  R  426 ;  Israel  v.  Israel^  1  Camp.  499 ;  Casbome 
V.  DutUm,  1  Wheaton's  Selwyn's  N.  P.  289 ;  ShutOeworih  v. 
StevenSj  1  Camp.  407 ;  Bayley  on  Bills,  5 ;  Chadwick  v.  Allen^ 
Strange  R  706 ;  Byles  on  Bills,  8 ;  KimbaU  v.  Huntingto^i^  10 
Wend  675,  679 ;  Lujueer  v.  Prosser,  1  Hill,  256 ;  Bruce  v.  West- 
coU,  8  Barb.  S.  C.  874 ;  (hirtis  v.  LeaviO,  15  N.  Y.  R  1,  78, 156. 

But  in  addition  to  the  presumption  of  indebtedness  or  consid- 
eration, which  the  law  implies  from  all  instruments  of  this 
character,  the  proof  shows  that  it  was  actually  given  in  part 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  of  certain  land  in  Pennsyl* 
vania,  conveyed  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  So  that, 
whether  it  is  regarded  as  a  promissory  note,  or  as  an  acknowl- 
edgment of  a  promise  to  pay  an  indebtedness  actually  owing 
by  the  defendant,  it  is  clear  that,  upon  the  whole  case,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  for  the  two  instalments  due  by 
the  terms  of  the  instrument,  amounting  to  $10,000,  together 
with  interest,  at  7  per  cent  per  annum,  upon  the  sum  of  $86,000, 
from  February  17th,  1857. 

The  clerk  will  compute  the  interest,  and  enter  judgment  ac- 
ooidingly. 
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Ooddington  t.  Canlof  . 


John  Coddington,  executor  of  Susan  Atres,  deceased, 

t;.  Thomas  Carnlet,  late  sheriff. 


Wlien  a  case  has  been  fkirly  snbmitted  to  a  Jniy,  their  verdict  will  not  be  set 

merelj  because  it  seems  to  be  against  the  weight  of  the  evideDoe. 
I'o  jostifj  the  court  in  setting  aside  a  yerdict  as  being  agaiiist  the  waighl  of  eii- 

dencc,  the  preponderancy  should  bo  so  great  as  to  warrant  the  condnsioo  that 

the  yerdict  must  have  been  the  result  of  prejudice,  passion,  undoe  bias^  or  cor- 

mption  on  the  part  of  the  Jurj. 
iliat  their  finding  seems  to  be  in  opposition  to  tlte  Tiews  ezprsMed  in  the  cbHgs  oC 

the  Judge,  affords  no  ground  whatever  for  interfering  with  it. 
When  the  evldenco  is  conflicting,  it  is  the  riglit  and  province  of  the  jnxj  to  dstr^ 

mine  tlio  questions  of  fact  submitted  to  them,  uncontrolled  by  the  court 
Jl  seems^  that  the  indorsement  by  the  sheriflT  upon  an  execution,  of  a  levy  mai  f 

under  it,  is  an  official  act,  and  prima  facie  evidenoe  of  the  fiMSta  stated. 
An  action  to  recover  for  goods  wrongfolly  taken  by  a  sheriff  under  an  fTitffrtift  « 

must  be  brought  wiUiin  three  years  from  the  day  the  levy  waa  made. 
But  tho  period  which  may  elapse  between  the  death  of  any  person  and  the  grsi  • 

ing  of  letters  testamentary  on  his  estate,  not,  however,  exceeding  six  monUi^ 

and  the  period  of  six  months  after  such  letters  are  granted,  are  not  to  be  desasd 

a  part  of  such  limitation  of  three  years. 

At  Special  Teiim,  August  25,  1858. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial.  The  plaintitf,  as  ezeoutor  of  Sosao 
Ay  res,  deceased,  brought  this  action  to  recover  the  value  of  cer 
tain  property  claimed  to  have  belonged  to  the  testatrix,  aod 
which  was  levied  upon  and  sold  by  the  defendant|  iu  hia  official 
capacity,  by  virtue  of  an  execution  against  Samuel  CSarpenter. 
The  defendant  set  up  in  his  answer  a  justification  for  the  taking 
under  the  execution ;  put  at  issue  the  title  of  the  testatrix  and  the 
plaintiff  to  the  property  ;  and,  as  a  distinct  defence,  claioied  that 
the  action  had  not  been  brought  within  three  years  afler  the 
cause  thereof  accrued.  At  the  trial,  evidence  was  introduced 
respecting  the  ownership  of  the  property,  and  the  time  when  it 
was  levied  upon  and  taken  by  the  defendant  It  also  appeartd 
that  the  testatrix  died  January  10th,  1851 ;  that  letters  testa- 
mentary were  granted  to  the  plaintiff  March  23d,  1853 ;  and 
that  this  action  was  brought  May  19th,  1854.     The  plaintifTd 
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testimony  respecting  the  time  the  levy  was  made,  consisted  of 
several  witnesses  fixing  the  date  from  memory  alone,  unaided 
by  any  memoranda  or  circumstance  calculated  to  impress  the 
}»recise  day  upon  their  memory  with  any  peculiar  distinctness. 
They  concurred,  however,  in  testifying  that  the  levy  was  made 
on  May  23d,  1851,  and  that  the  goods  were  removed  the  follow- 
ing day.  The  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  upon  this 
point,  consisted  of  the  deputy  sheriff  who  made  the  levy,  and  the 
person  who  was  subsequently  put  in  charge  of  the  property,  and 
afterwards  assisted  at  its  removal.  The  deputy  testified  from  a 
memorandum  made  by  him  on  the  back  of  the  execution  at  the 
time  of  the  levy,  and  from  which  he  was  enabled  to  state  posi- 
tively that  the  levy  was  made  on  May  2d,  1851.  Upon  both  of 
the  questions  thus  presented  as  to  the  ownership  of  the  property 
and  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  the  jury,  under  a 
charge  of  Judge  Daly,  who  tried  the  cause,  calling  their  atten- 
tion particularly  to  the  issues  to  be  determined,  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  applied  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  is  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  and  especially  that,  as. 
to  the  time  when  the  levy  was  made  and  the  cause  of  action, 
accrued,  it  is  contrary  to  the  charge  of  the  judge. 

John  jE.  Burrill^  Jr.^  for  the  motion. 

Levi  S.  ChaLfidd^  opposed. 

Hilton,  J. — It  is  very  seldom  that  a  verdict  of  a  jury  is  dis- 
turbed upon  these  grounds,  where  the  evidence  has  been  fairly 
submitted ;  and  although  the  case  might  show  that  the  weight 
of  the  evidence  seemed  to  be  with  the  defendant,  yet,  to  justify 
the  court  in  setting  the  verdict  aside,  the  preponderancy  should 
be  so  great  as  not  only  to  lead  to  the  belief  that  injustice  had 
been  done,  but  also  to  warrant  the  condosion  that  the  verdict 
must  have  been  the  result  of  prejudice,  passion,  undue  bias,  or 
corruption.     Jackson  v.  Loomis^  12  Wend.  27;  Graham  on  New 
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Trials,  452;  DMin  r.  Murphy,  8  Sand.  S.  C.  19;  KeeJer  v.  Fire- 
man's Ins.  Co.,  8  Hill,  250 ;  EaUm  y.  Bmian,  2  id.  676 ;  (hHins 
V.  Albany  A  Sclienectady  RR.  Co.,  12  Barb.  492 ;  Zee  v.  Sdimidt, 
1  Hilton  R.  587. 

In  this  case  the  questions  determined  by  the  jury  were  proper 
to  be  submitted  to  and  passed  upon  by  them;  and  although 
some  reason  exists  for  saying  that  the  finding  in  respect  to  the 
time  of  the  levy  was  contrary  to  the  charge  of  tbe  judge,  yet 
that  affords  no  ground  whatever  for  interfering  with  the  verdict 
Astor  V.  Union  Ins.  Cb.,  7  Co  wen,  202.  The  indorsement  of  the 
levy  on  the  execution  was  an  official  act  of  the  deputy,  and  was 
prima  facte  evidence  of  the  facts  contained  in  it;  standing  alone, 
Tt  would  be  conclusive ;  but,  like  all  such  evidence,  it  might  be 
controverted  by  other  testimony.  Such  was  introduced  in  this 
case,  and,  taken  in  connection  with  the  b/at  that  the  goods  were 
sold  by  the  defendant  on  June  8d,  1851,  upon  a  previous  notice 
of  six  days,  and  which  notice  it  is  reasonable  to  presume  was 
given  shortly  after  the  removal  of  the  goods,  the  jury  evidently 
considered  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  entitled  to 
greater  weight  than  that  of  the  deputy  sheriff,  aided  by  his  entry 
on  the  execution.  Olover  v.  Whittenhall,  2  Denio,  633 ;  (Jorndl 
V.  Cook.  7  Cowen,  810. 

The  evidence,  we  have  seen,  was  conflicting ;  but  none  of  the 
witnesses  were  impeached,  and  it  was  the  right  and  province  ot 
the  jury  to  determine  the  questions  presented  for  their  considera- 
tion, uncontrolled  by  the  court.  I  can  therefore  see  no  reason 
for  disturbing  their  verdict  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  agains; 
the  weight  of  evidence. 

In  conclusion,  I  may  be  permitted  to  say  that  it  seems  to  xda 
undue  importance  was  attached,  not  only  at  the  trial  but  on  the 
argument  of  this  motion,  to  the  testimony  in  respect  to  the  pa^ 
ticular  day  on  which  the  levy  was  actually  made  by  the  deputy 
of  the  defendant  Whether  it  was  made  in  the  fore  part  or  the 
latter  part  of  May,  1851,  ought  not,  in  my  judgment,  to  hare 
any  controlling  influence  in  determining  whether  this  action  was 
brought  within  the  time  limited  by  statute. 
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It  is  true  that  this  is  one  of  that  class  of  actions  required  to  b^ 
brought  within  three  years  after  the  cause  thereof  accrued,  and 
which  would  be  the  day  the  levy  was  made,  (Code,  §  92) ;  but 
l^y  §  9  of  2  R  S.  448,  it  is  declared  that  the  period  which  may 
elapse  between  the  death  of  any  person  and  the  granting  of  let- 
ters testamentary  on  his  estate,  not  exceeding  six  months,  and 
the  period  of  six  months  after  the  granting  of  such  letters,  shall 
not  be  deemed  any  part  of  the  time  limited  by  any  law  for  the 
commencement  of  actions  by  executors. 

Now,  in  this  case  it  is  assumed,  and  indeed  proven  by  both 
sides,  that  the  levy  was  actually  made  in  ifay,  1851.  The  testa- 
trix died  in  January  previous  Letters  testamentary  were  not 
issued  within  six  months  after  her  death,  and  consequently,  by 
this  provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  plaintiff  might  have 
brought  his  action  at  any  time  in  May,  1851,  or  even  several 
months  later,  and  the  Statute  of  Limitations  would  be  no  bar  to 
his  recovery.  Nebon  v.  Ixnirubury^  3  Barb.  &  G.  125 ;  Baboock 
V.  Booth,  2  Hill,  181. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  denied,  with  costs. 


BOBEBT  E.  KeLLT  and  OTHERS  V.  DaVID  F.  BAKSR,  AdOLPHX 

Reynaud  and  Jules  Lignot. 


An  aflBignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditora,  with  or  without  preferenoef^  Biade  hj 
one  or  more  members  of  a  firm,  without  the  ooneeiity  ooncurrence^  or  authorify  of 
all,  is  void. 

Wliat  constitutes  such  an  authority,  oonadered. 

B.  and  R.  were  copartners.  B.,  after  collecting  part  of  the  assets  of  the  firm,  ab- 
sconded, and,  by  letter,  abandoned  tlie  remainlDg  assets  to  R.,  wh«-  eaeoulsd,  In 
the  name  of  the  firm,  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors.  Eddf 
that  such  a  surrender  and  abandonment  iuTosted  R.  with  power  thus  to  dispose 
of  the  partnership  property. 

Where  such  an  authority  cnti  fairly  be  implied  fh)m  fiicts  and  circumatances^  oonrts 
of  equity  will  uphold  acts  done  under  it 
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At  Special  Term,  September  25,  1858. 

Motion  for  an  injunction  and  receiver.  The  plaintifis  were 
judgment  crcditora  of  the  firm  of  Baker  k  Reynaud,  and  an 
execution  on  their  judgment  had  been  duly  returned  imsatisfied. 
On  a  complaint  showing  these  facts,  and  alleging  that  Beyuaud, 
without  the  consent  or  concurrence  of  Baker,  had,  by  a  general 
cissignmcnt,  transferred  all  the  property  of  the  firm  to  the  de- 
fendant Lignot,  for  the  beueiit  of  creditors,  and  without  prefer- 
ences, a])pIication  was  made  for  a  receiver  of  all  the  property 
thus  transferred,  and  an  injunction  restraining  the  defendants 
from  interfering  with  it.  The  opposing  affidavits  showed  that 
Baker  had  departed  secretly  for  California,  after  having  ool- 
lected  a  large  amount  of  debts  owing  to  the  firm,  and  leavings 
addressed  to  his  partner,  the  letter  set  out  in  the  opinion.  It 
further  appeared  that  the  firm  was  largely  insolvent^  and  that 
the  assignment  had  been  made  in  good  fisuth,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  to  the  creditors  an  equal  share  of  the  property  <^  the 
partnership. 

Ridiard  G' Gorman^  for  the  motion. 

William  IL  Jansen,  opposed. 

Brady,  J. — An  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  with 
or  without  preferences,  made  by  one  or  more  copartners,  with- 
out the  concurrence,  consent,  or  authori^  of  all,  is  absolutely 
void ;  ( Wetter  v.  Sddieper^  4  E.  D.  Smith,  707) ;  and  in  this  case, 
therefore,  the  only  question  presented  is,  whether  the  copartner 
making  the  assignment  had  authority  thereto.  On  that  subject 
the  papers  on  which  this  motion  is  made  disclose  the  following 
letter  irom  the  dissenting  partner,  written  to  his  aasooiatei  and 
received  prior  to  the  assignment  :*- 

November  18,  1857. 
AnoLrnE  Reynaud,  Esq.  : 
Dear  Sir, — I  ti  ied  in  oyery  way  to  make  some  arrangeoienti 
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to  prevent  tlie  failure  of  our  concern ;  but,  being  disappointed  in 
my  last  hope,  I  could  not  bring  myself  to  bear  the  disgrace  of  a 
fiiilure ;  I  became  disheartened  and  in  despair,  so  I  concluded  to 
abandon  all  to  you,  and  try  to  make  a  living  by  seeking  my  for- 
tune in  California,  or  some  other  place ;  and  some  future  day  I 
hope  to  return  with  sufficient  means  to  pay  every  debt  we  owe. 
Please  tell  all  that  we  owe  that  they  shall  be  paid  every  dollar, 
with  interest  I  hope  you  may  get  some  one  to  advance  means 
enough  to  carry  on  the  business  prosperously.  I  have  lost,  by 
loaning  money  on  stocks,  uoles,  &c.,  some  $20,000  and  upwards 
I  felt  as  if  I  did  not  care  to  live,  afler  having  everything  that  I 
had  worked  hard  to  accumulate  stripped  from  me.  Hoping  that 
you  may  get  along  better  witiwut  me,  I  subscribe  myself 

Yours,  &c., 

D.  F.  Ea££R. 

It  will  be  perceived  that  Mr.  Baker  "concluded  to  abandon 
all"  to  his  copartner,  and  "to  try  to  make  a  living  by  seeking 
his  fortune  in  California,  or  some  other  place."  This  language 
imports  two  operations  oC  the  mind — one  investing  his  copartner 
with  the  whole  of  the  copartnership  effects,  and  the  other  a  de- 
termination to  seek  a  livelihood  in  a  distant  place,  and  to  yield 
all  control  over  the  partnership  property.  The  partner,  thus 
invested  by  the  surrender  of  his  associate,  had  power  to  dispose 
of  the  interest  of  that  associate  for  the  best  general  interest  of 
both,  and  having  made  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
without  preference,  no  abuse  of  the  power  has  taken  pLice,  and 
the  assignment  should  not  be  disturbed.  See  Kemp  v.  Camley^ 
8  Ducr,  1. 

Where  a  power  is  conferred  upon  one  of  several  partners 
to  assign  the  copartnership  assets  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
or  such  authority  can  be  fairly  and  justly  implied  from  facts 
and  circumstances,  or  either,  and  it  be  employed  as  designed,  it 
will  not  be  abrogated  by  courts  of  equity.  There  are,  perhaps, 
in  this  caso,  eircuniFtancos  whicli  contribute  much  to  show  an 
intent  on  the  part  of  Baker  to  grant  his  associate  full  ix)wer  and 
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authority  to  make  a  general  distribution  of  the  putDersbitr 
effects ;  but  I  d^em  the  letter  referred  to  Bufficient  to  uphold  the 
assignment^  and  decline  to  allow  the  injunction. 

Motion  denied. 


William  Qoodall  v.  Williah  J.  Demabest. 

Upon  a  proper  affidavit,  an  order  for  a  second  examination  of  a  jadgment  debtee 
will  be  granted  ex  parte. 

Where  a  judgment  debtor  bos  been  examined  under  sapplementaiy  proceedings, 
another  examination  vriil  not  be  ordered  unless  the  affidarit  upon  which  it  is  ap- 
plied for,  mentions  the  previoos  proceeding,  and  shows  that  Uie  debtor  has  since 
acquired  property,  or  states  circumstances  leading  to  such  a  belief 

An  order  for  a  second  examination  was  obtained  upon  an  affldaTit  deficient  in  these 
respects;  but  on  a  motion  to  vacate  it  the  omission  was  supi^ed,  and  the  ordfir 
was  retained,  limiting  the  inquiry,  however,  under  it,  to  matters  subsequent  to 
the  examination  already  had. 

At  Chambers,  September  25, 1868. 

Motion  to  vacate  an  order  for  the  examination  of  the  defend- 
ant, a  judgment  debtor,  under  proceedings  supplementary  to 
execution.  The  affidavits  on  which  the  motion  was  grounded, 
showed  that  the  defendant  had  been  once  fbllj  examined  under 
a  previous  order  granted  upon  the  same  judgment^  and  no  prop- 
erty discovered ;  and  alleged  that  the  last  order  had  been  ob- 
tained for  the  purposes  of  vexation  and  annoyance.  In  opposi- 
tion to  the  motion,  an  affidavit  was  produced  stating  circum- 
stances which  would  naturally  lead  to  the  belief  that  the  de- 
fendant was  now  possessed  of  property,  and  denying  any  intent 
to  vex  and  annoy,  further  than  a  proper  examination  of  a  debtor 
might  be  supposed  to  have  such  an  effect  The  affidavit  upoa 
which  the  second  order  was  obtained,  was  in  form  the  usual 
printed  blank,  filled  up,  and  in  it  no  reference  was  made  to 
the  previous  examination,  nor  to  the  &ct  that  the  defendant 
had  subsequently  acquired  property. 

JoJiJi  AT.  Maiiin^  for  the  motion. 
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John  B.  Holmes  and  William  McKeag^  opposed. 

Brady,  J. — ^If  there  lias  been  an  cxamioation  of  the  judgment 
debtor,  and  the  creditor  seeks  a  farther  examination,  the  affidavit 
on  which  the  order  is  asked  should  state  the  previous  proceed- 
ing, and  the  fact  that  the  defendant  had  subsequently  acquired 
some  property,  or  circumstances  from  which  such  &ct  should  bo 
presumed.  A  multiplicity  of  examinations  will  not  be  tolerated 
without  good  reasons  therefor,  but,  at  the  same  time,  no  judg- 
ment creditor  will  be  prevented  from  hmd  fiit  efforts  in  these 
proceediugs  to  obtain  satisfi^tion  of  his  judgment  The  affidavit 
on  which  the  second  order  was  obtained  herein,  is  deficient  in 
the  respects  named,  but  is  not  deficient  in  any  jurisdictional  £Bict 
The  omission  is,  therefore,  one  of  practice,  which  may  be  sup- 
plied by  amendment  The  affidavit  read  in  opposition  to  the 
motion  to  discharge  the  order,  discloses  circumstances  which 
justify,  in  my  judgment,  the  belief  that  the  debtor  has  acquired 
property  since  the  last  examination,  and  the  order  will  be  re- 
tained, therefore,  fortified  by  the  affidavit  mentioned.  The  ques- 
tion of  the  defendant's  costs  on  this  motion,  is  reserved  until 
the  conclusion  of  the  examination  to  take  place.  And  further, 
the  defendant's  examination  must  be  limited  to  the  time  when 
the  previous  one  was  concluded.  I  do  not  concur  in  the  propo- 
sition that  no  subsequent  order  should  be  granted  except  upou 
notice  to  the  defendant  The  creditor  proceeds  at  his  peril,  and 
the  costs  allowed  by  the  statute  must  be  his  indemnity  if  he  be 
improperly  required  to  appear.  A  hearing  upon  notice  would 
necessarily  involve  the  question  of  property,  in  respect  to  which 
the  right  to  examine  is  given  by  statute,  subject  to  the  rules  of 
practice  relating  thereto,  and  if  decided  in  favor  of  the  appli- 
cant^ would  subject  the  judge  conducting  the  proceeding  to 
another  consideration  of  the  same  question  upon  the  examina- 
tion when  finished. 

Ordered  acoordingly. 
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iBiBMliai  bf  a  mtgwgw  of  dattrii  to  raeofvw  ikt  TBhM  of  •  part  of  Uie  moct- 

piftd  fvopaitf ,  wTOogfiaOj  vdata  frooi  the  poaeaioii  cf  tbe  tDongasor,  ii  is  not 

DeefflMi7 10  aUcfe  in  the  ooai|Mauii  utt  the  mortgage  vu  dolj  5kd  in  the  coantj 

vhere  Uit  proper: j  vm  ■aatcid. 
Ae  j>rDr!«foas  c^&e  Hiptik4  SUntn  m|Kct;Bf  tbe  fflhif  of  efaattei  inDrtgagei;  are 

for  the  pRKMdoo  of  tba  tndSttn  of  the  luottgagw.  mad  porchaaen  in  good  Cuth, 

aod  not  kiT  ibe  iMcedi  of  wiongdocfa. 
la  a&  action  xo  rK;^v4:r  fjr  the  wTQagjhtl  uk.og  of  proprnj-.  it  ii  not  ztaccs&*rr  u> 

allege  in  iLe  ocajplaiat^  or  prur^  »:  tl;e  trial,  thki  a  deixkuii  of  Ii  was  made  befoie 

•clt  broogfat 
Ae  deaand  fer  reBeC  atacbed  to  a  oomplaint,  aflbrds  no  g[nand  lor  a  demoncr. 

At  Special  Teru,  Xov^mbrr  2,  1858. 

Demarrer  to  a  complaint  The  natare  of  die  action  and  the 
character  of  the  pleading?  snfficientl/  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Maleohn  (hmpbeOj  for  the  plaintiff 

Oidoon  L,  ^YaIher^  defendant^  in  person. 

Hilton,  J. — The  plaintiff  alleges  in*his  complaint,  that  he  is 
mortgagee  of  certain  household  famiture  in  25th  street  in  this 
city,  hy  virtue  of  a  chattel  mortgage  executed,  and  on  Maj  13th, 
1858,  dulj  filed  in  the  register's  office ;  that  the  amount  secured 
by  the  mortgage  is  due  &nd  unpaid,  and  he  is  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  property  described  in  it ;  that  part  of  such  prop- 
erty the  defendant  wrongfully  took  ftom  the  possession  of  the 
mortgagor  while  it  was  in  his  custody,  and  ^  has  refused  and  still 
refuses  to  deliver  the  same  or  any  part  thereoT'  to  the  plaintiff's 
damage,  &o. 

To  a  complaint  containing  substantially  these  averments,  the 
defendant  demurs :  1st.  That  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
conntitute  a  cause  of  action ;  and  2d,  That  several  causes  of  action 
have  been  im2)roj)erly  united. 
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Upon  the  Argument  it  was  insisted,  under  the  firat  ground  of 
demurrer,  that  the  complaint  was  defective  in  not  showing  that 
the  mortgage  was  filed  in  the  county  where  the  mortgagor  re- 
sided at  the  time  of  its  execution,  (2  R.  S.  136,  §  9),  and  in  not 
alleging  a  demand  and  refusal  before  suit  brought. 

The  answer  to  this  argument  is,  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  are  not  intended  for  the  benefit  of  parties  acquir- 
ing property  wrongfully,  and  to  which  they  have  no  claim  or 
right ;  but  to  protect  creditors  of  the  mortgagor  and  subsequent 
purchasers,  or  mortgagees  in  good  faith, — as  to  whom  the  mort- 
gage is  declared  to  be  void  unless  filed  in  the  manner  prescribed. 
JlleecJi  V.  Paichin,  4  Kernan,  71. 

As  to  the  other  objection,  there  is  no  force  whatever  in  it.  The 
defendant,  by  his  demurrer,  admits  that  he  wrongfully  took  this 
property  from  the  mortgagor's  possession :  that  the  plaintiff  is 
the  owner  of  it  by  virtaue  of  the  chattel  mortgage  given  to 
him,  now  due  and  unpaid ;  and  that  he,  the  defendant,  has  re- 
fused, and  "still  refuses"  to  deliver  it,  to  the  plaintiffs  damage, 
&a  In  a  case  of  this  character,  if  a  demand  was  necessary  before 
suit  brought,  these  allegations  would  seem  to  be  sufficient  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  his  action.  But  it  is  well  settled 
that,  in  an  action  against  a  wiongJoer  for  a  wrongful  taking  of 
property,  no  demand  need  be  proved,  and  therefore  it  was  uu- 
iiecessary  here  to  allege  it.  PringJe  v.  Phillips^  5  Sand.  S.  C. 
157 ;  Zachrisson  v.  Ahnan,  2  Sand.  S.  C.  68 ;  SUllman  v.  Squire, 
1  Denio,  327. 

To  maintain  the  second  ground  of  demurrer,  the  defendant 
rests  entirely  upon  the  prayer  of  the  complaint,  and  claims  that 
it  shows  two  causes  of  action  to  have  been  improperly  united. 
The  answer  to  this  view  is,  that  the  complaint  shows  but  a  single 
cause  of  action,  and  the  plaintiff  has  added  to  it  a  demand  of  the 
relief  to  which  he  supposes  himself  entitled,  (Code,  §  142,  sub.  8), 
and  although  he  has  asked  for  much  more  than  the  law  would 
award  him,  yet  that  cannot  affect  the  defendant,  nor  afford  him 
a  ground  for  demurrer.  Andrews  v.  Schaffer,  12  How.  Pr.  R. 
441.     It  shows  neither  a  right  in  the  plaintiff  nor  a  wrong  on 
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the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  does  not  add  to  or  alter  the  cause 
of  action  stated  in  the  complaint  Ita  general  effect  is  to  limit  the 
plaintiff  in  the  relief  which  can  be  awarded  him  if  there  should 
be  no  answer.  Code,  §  276 ;  Miarquat  y.  Marquat,  2  Kernan, 
836.  Uis  rights  are  in  no  way  enlarged  by  it^  and  it  works  no 
prejudice  or  injury  to  the  defendant 
Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer,  with  oosta. 


Charles  Luling  v.  George  Stanton  and  William  Euger. 

In  an  action  against  a  commoo  carrier,  to  recover  special  damages  caused  bj  his 
roi\i8al  to  carry  and  transport  ncrchandise,  in  pursuance  of  a  contract  made  there- 
for, tlie  summouB  should  be  for  relief  under  sub.  2,  g  129  of  the  Code. 

Although  tlie  actual  loss  is  s|>ecifically  stated  in  the  complaint,  and  jadgment  there* 
fur  is  demanded,  yet  the  claim  is  composed  of  imliquidatcd  damages. 

Sub.  1  of  §  1 29  relutes  to  contracts  whicli  in  terms  provide  for  the  pajnient  d 
money. 

At  Special  Term,  January  20,  1859. 

Motion  to  set  aside  a  complaint,  upon  the  ground  that  the  cause 
of  action  stated  in  it  did  not  conform  to  the  summons  served 
'I'he  summons  was,  in  form,  for  relief  under  sub.  2  of  §  129  of  the 
Code.  The  complaint  set  out,  as  a  cause  of  action,  the  noaking  by 
the  defendants  of  a  sjKcial  contract,  whereby  they  agreed  to  cany 
and  transport  for  the  plaintiffs  certain  freight,  from  Bremen  to 
New  York,  at  a  sjx:cified  rate.  That  the  freight  was  offered  to 
them  and  they  refused  to  accept  it,  whereby  the  plaintiffs  were 
obliged  to  procure  other  means  of  transportation,  at  an  increased 
expense  beyond  the  contract  price.  ITie  costs,  charges  and  ex 
lenses  arising  out  of  the  refusal  of  the  defendants  to  perform 
their  contract,  were  specifically  set  out,  and  the  complaint  con- 
cluded by  a  demand  for  judgment  for  $1,000,  being  the  damages 
alleged  to  have  been  thus  actually  sustained,  with  interest,  Ac. 

Bciijamiii  F.  ifuJgHl^  for  the  motion. 

I.  An  action  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  special  con- 
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tract,  as,  for  example,  common  carrier  to  carry  and  deliver 
goods,  is  within  the  1st  subdivision  of  §  129  of  the  Code,  and  is 
for  the  recovery  of  money.  Trapp  v.  N.  Y.  and  ErU  RR.  Co,^ 
6  How.  P.  R  287. 

II.  Where  the  complaint  sets  out  a  contract  and  breach  of  it, 
as  the  cause  of  action,  and  prays  judgment  only  for  the  re- 
covery of  a  specified  sum  and  interest,  it  is  an  action  arising  on 
contract  tt  is  Mrithin  subdivision  1,  §  129.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  the  contract  should  be  one  stipulating  in  terms  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money.     Croden  v.  Drew,  3  Duer,  654. 

IIL  If  the  summons  indicates  a  cause  of  action,  within  a  sub- 
division, not  warranted  by  the  prayer  in  the  complaint,  it  is 
irregular.  Ridder  v.  Whiibck,  12  How.  P.  R.  208 ;  Voorhies  v 
ScoJieU,  7  How.  51. 

Lane  A  RoeVcer^  opposed. 

I.  In  all  claims  for  unliquidated  damages  for  the  breach  ot 
specific  agreements,  application  must  be  made  to  the  court  Flynn 
V.  The  Hudson  R.  RR.  Co.,  6  How.  P.  R.  308 ;  Clor  v.  Afalhri/,  1 
Code  R.  126.  1.  This  is  clearly  an  action  for  unliquidated  dam- 
agea  There  can  be  no  certainty  in  the  amount  which  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover,  but  it  is  an  action  to  establish  or  ascer- 
tain the  plaintiff's  right  to  damages,  which  are  to  be  paid  in 
money. 

If.  The  first  subdivision  of  §  129  of  the  Code  would  obviously 
be  improper ;  it  can  only  be  applied  to  actions  for  the  recovery 
of  a  definite  sum.  Those  actions,  requiring  the  court  to  take 
proof^  and  depending  upon  other  considerations  than  such  as 
appear  in  the  contract  itself  are  not  to  be  deemed  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  money  only,  and  are  to  be  brought  by  a  summons 
under  the  second  subdivision  of  §  129.  TiUile  v.  Smithy  6  Ab- 
bott P.  R.  829 ;  Dunn  v.  BloomingdaU,  6  Abbott,  840 ;  People  v. 
BenneU,  6  Abbott,  244;  McN^v.  Short,  4  How.  P.  R.  463. 

Brady,  J. — ^Tlie  summons  in  this  action  is  in  the  proper  form. 
The  action  against  a  common  carrier  is  usually  an  action  for  a 
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wrong,  and  not  stricdy  upon  contract^  (per  Taggart,  J.,  OampbeU 
V.  Perkins,  4  Selden,  438),  and  the  claim  made  is  compoeed  of  an* 
liquidated  damages.  Such  is  the  case  here.  The  plaintiff  states 
his  damage  distinctly  and  deiinitely,  and  asks  judgment  for  the 
Agg^^g^^  sum.  It  is  his  own  estimate,  however,  and  it  is  not 
provided  for  by  the  contract.  The  first  subdivision  of  §  129  re- 
lates to  contracts  which  in  terms  provide  for  the  payment  of 
money.  This  was  the  view  of  the  late  Justice  Barculo,  (8 
How.  P.  li.  605),  and,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  true  interpretation 
of  tlu'  Hiatutt',  i  he  fullowing  cases  sustain  the  opinion  expressed 
of  the  proper  form  of  the  summons  herein:  TuUk  v.  Smithy  14 
How.  895 ;  Dunn  v.  Bloomingdale,  id.  475 ;  McNeff  v.  Short,  id 
468 ;  Chr  v.  Mallory,  1  Code  Rep.  126 ;  Flynn  v.  Hudam  River 
BR.  Co.,  6  How.  310. 

The  motion  is  therefore  denied,  but  without  costs,  the  authori 
ties  being  somewhat  in  conflict  on  the  question. 


Henry  Hurd  v.  Jacob  Miller. 

No  action  vnVi  lie  for  injuries  arising  fVom  a  trospaas  upon  real  piuperty,  where  ti» 

premises  arc  situated  in  anotlier  state. 
Tlie  Hotiou  for  lue  and  occupaiton  only  lies  where  the  occupant  went  into  poflKe- 

sioQ  by  permLssioD  of  the  landlord,  or  where  tliere  exists  between  them  the  re!*- 

tion  of  landlord  and  tenant,  under  an  agreemont  express  or  implied. 
It  cannot  l)e  maintained  where  it  a^ipcars  that  the  occopant  wroDgflillj  entered 

upon,  and  took  possession  of  the  premises. 

At  Special  Term,  January  20,  1859. 

Demurrer  to  a  complaint  The  complaint  was  in  the  Allow- 
ing form : 

'^  That,  during  the  year  1857,  he  (said  plaintiff)  was  the  lessee 
and  tenant  of  a  certain  lot  of  land  in  Hudson  city,  state  of  New 
Jersey,  containing  about  six  acres,  said  lot  being  a  vacant  lot, 
used  as  a  cattle  yard  and  pasture,  and  situate  in  said  city  near 
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and  between  the  court  house  and  the  residence  of  Judge  E.  T. 
Carpenter,  and  near  and  between  Newark  avenue  and  the  Ho- 
bokcn  road.  That  while  plaintiff  was  such  tenant  and  lessee 
of  said  )"'t.  in  and  about  the  month  of  May  in  said  year  1857, 
the  defendant  wrongfully  entered  upon  and  took  i}Obsession  of 
said  lot,  and  continued  in  the  wrongful  use  and  occupation 
tliercof,  using  the  same  as  a  cattle  yard  and  pasture  from  that 
time  to  in  or  about  the  month  of  October  in  the  same  year,  a 
period  of  about  six  months ;  and  plaintiff  says  that  said  use  and 
occupation  of  said  lot  was  well  worth  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars,  but  that  defendant  has  never  paid  the  same, 
nor  any  port  thereof,  nor  any  sum  whatever,  and  is  justly  in- 
debted to  plaintiff  in  that  amount  for  said  wrongful  use  and 
occupation,  with  interest  from  the  first  day  of  November,  1857 
Wherefore  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  defendant  for 
said  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  with  interest." 

The  defendant  demurred,  and  stated  the  following  to  be  his 
grounds  of  demurrer : 

let  Plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  for  a  trespass  committed  in 
another  state.  2d.  That  two  actions  are  improperly  joined  in 
this  action.  8d.  The  complaint  does  not  show  that  tiie  plaintiff 
is  the  proper  party  to  sue.  It  does  not  show  that  the  plaintiff  is 
the  owner  of  the  premises,  or  has  a  legal  right  thereto,  or  that 
he  was  in  possession  thereof.  It  does  not  sufficiently  describe 
the  premises  which  the  plaintiff  alleges  the  defendant  committed 
a  trespass  upon.  4th.  Tliat  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

Beebeej  Dean  Jb  Donohve^  for  the  defendant 

I.  The  complaint  seeks  to  maintain  an  action  of  trespass,  for 
wrongfully  entering  upon  and  taking  possession  of  real  estate, 
situate  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  of  which  plaintiff  claims  he 
was  tenant  and  lesseo.  Ist  An  action  cannot  be  maintained  in 
this  state  for  a  trespass  committed  on  real  estate  in  another  state. 
State  courts  have  no  jurisdiction.  Walls  v.  Kinney^  23  Wend. 
484,  affirmed  6  Hill,  82.   Such  actions  are  locul ;  they  have  been 
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SO  in  England,  and  are  now.  1  Chittj's  Pleadings,  268,  and 
cases  cited ;  also  Dovlaon  y.  McUAeios,  4  Term  Sep.  603 ;  Story 
on  Conflict  of  Laws,  §§  865,  554,  555,  and  cases  cited.  2d. 
If  this  was  the  common  law,  certainly  it  most  now  prevail  in 
the  absence  of  any  statute  to  the  contrary.  8d.  Even  the  Code 
cannot  prescribe  the  place  of  trial  in  such  actions,  where  the 
property  lies  out  of  the  state. 

II.  The  complaint  also,  in  the  demand  for  judgment^  seeks  to 
recover  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  said  premiaea,  and  in  an 
indirect  manner  joins  the  two  actions  of  trespass,  and  use  and 
occupation  in  one  action.  Ist  An  action  for  use  and  occupation 
cannot  be  maintained,  for  the  complaint  on  its  fiiee  shows  that 
the  defendant  wrongfully  entered  upon  and  forcibly  took  pos- 
session  of  said  premises.  To  sustain  an  action  for  use  and  occu- 
pation, the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  moat  be  shown  to 
exist  by  the  pleadings.  1  Chitty's  Pleadings,  106 ;  18  Johns. 
Bep.  240 ;  id.  489 ;  Smith  v.  Steioart,  6  Johns.  Rep.  46,  and 
cases  cited;  Cowen's  Treatise  (4th  ed.)  885.  2d.  An  agree- 
ment to  sustain  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  cannot  be 
implied,  but  must  be  proven,  either  by  the  payment  of  rent,  or  a 
permission  by  the  landlord,  under  some  previous  agreement 
Chitty  on  Contracts,  870  to  873,  and  cases  cited.  8d.  The 
actions  of  trespass,  and  use  and  occupation,  cannot  be  joined. 
Code,  §  167.  The  complaint  in  this  action,  even  if  the  two 
actions  could  be  joined,  does  not  sufficiently  separate  them.  OeOj/ 
V.  Hudaon  River  RR  Cb.,  8  How.  Pr.  R  177, 

William  H.  Oreen^  for  the  plaintiff. 

I.  The  action  is  on  contract  upon  quantum  menai^  for  ocoops- 
tion  of  premises.  The  tort  is  waived,  and  so  fsir  as  it  is  alluded 
to,  is  irrelevant  matter,  which  may  be  stricken  oat  It  is  not 
ground  of  demurrer.  A  contract  at  common  law  is  ^  any  de- 
scription of  agreement,  obligation  or  legal  tie,  whereby  one  party 
binds  himself  or  becomes  bound,  expressly  or  impliedly,  to  an- 
other, to"  &C.,  &a    Chitty  on  Contracts,  2.    In  many  cases  it  is 
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a  mere  inference  or  conclusion  of  law  from  the  legal  liability. 
Gould  PI.  880. 

II.  Contracts  follow  the  person,  and  may  be  enforced  against 
the  debtor,  in  any  state  where  the  action  by  its  own  laws  is 
maintainable.  The  remedy  is  controlled  by  the  fer  fori.  An- 
dretV8  V.  Hertcott,  4  Cowcn,  508.  If  the  contract  concern  lands 
in  another  state,  our  courts  will  construe  it  according  to  the  lex 
loci.  Abdl  Y.  Dotighssj  4  Denio,  805.  An  action  for  use  and 
occupation  is  transitory.  Oorporation  N,  Y.  v.  Dawson^  2  Johns. 
C.  835 ;  Law  v.  Hallett,  2  Caines',  874.  This  action  is  analogous 
to  the  common  law  action  for  mesne  profits,  {Smith  v.  Steioartj 
6  Johns.  46),  which  was  before  the  Code  in  form  in  assumpsit, 
(Graham's  Pr.  691,  692),  and  judgment  therein  was  rendered  as 
in  actions  of  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation.  Code,  §  167, 
sub.  5 ;  Cropaey  v.  Sweeny^  7  Abbott  Pr.  129. 

Brady,  J. — Assumpsit  will  lie  at  conmion  law  for  rent  upon 
an  express,  but  not  upon  an  implied  promise,  (BuUer's  N.  P. 
188 ;  8  Lev.  150 ;  Feathersttmhaugh  v.  BradshaWj  1  Wend.  135), 
even  where  the  use  and  occupation  was  by  permission  of  the 
plaintiff.  Leivis  v.  Wallace^  Buller's  N.  P.  189.  By  the  Revised 
Statutes  any  landlord  may  recover,  in  this  form  of  action,  a  reason- 
able satisfaction  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  any  lands  or  ten- 
cments,  by  any  person  under  any  agreement  not  made  by  deed ; 
(1  R  S.  478,  §  26) ;  and  it  has  been  held  that  this  statute  applied 
only  to  the  case  of  a  demise,  and  when  there  existed  the  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant,  founded  on  some  agreement  express  or 
implied.  SmiiJi  v.  Stetoartj  6  Johns.  R  86 ;  Osgood  v.  Dewey^  13 
Johna  R  240;  Alml  v.  Raddiff,  id.  297 ;  Bancroft  v.  Wardtoell 
.id.  489 ;  Featherstonhaugh  v.  Bradshaw,  supra;  Wood  v.  Wilcox^ 
1  Dcnio,  87. 

If  the  plaintiff  had  olleged  in  his  complaint  that  the  defendant 
used  and  occupied  his  premises,  and  had  claimed  a  sum  as  a 
reasonable  satisfaction  therefor,  that  might  possibly  have  been 
sufficient  to  sustain  his  action,  but  he  repudiates  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant,  by  alleging  that  the  defendant  wrongfully 
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entered  upon  and  took  possession  of  bb  lot,  and  continued  in 
such  wrongful  use  and  occupation  for  the  period  named.  He 
treats  the  defendant  as  a  trespasser,  and  yet  claims  to  recover  for 
the  wrongful  use  and  occupation  of  the  premises  mentioned, 
lie  cannot  recover  for  the  trespass,  because  it  was  committed  in 
another  state  (  WaUJ  Admra  v.  Kinney^  23  Wend.  484) ;  or  for  the 
\M^  and  occupation,  because  he  disclaims  any  agreement  upon 
which  such  an  action  could  be  based.  The  defendant  is  there- 
fore entitled  to  judgment,  but  the  plaintiff  has  liberty  to  amend 
in  ten  days,  on  payment  of  costs. 
Ordered  accordingly. 


John  Townsend  v.  William  Kesnan. 

After  an  appeal  ftxmi  the  Marine  or  (iUstrtct  ooarts  hai  been  once  noticed  fbr  arg^ 
mont  bj  either  paitj,  and  regularly  placed  on  the  calendar,  It  remains  tbereot 
witliout  lUriher  uoCioe^  and  until  finally  dispooed  of  bj  tlie  court. 

Au  iippoal  from  a  district  court  wua  noticed  for  argumenti  and  placed  on  the  oal- 
ciidar  by  the  appellant  On  tlio  case  being  called,  at  %  subsequent  term,  the  ap- 
polUmt  not  appearing,  the  jndgmont  appealed  ftom  was  aflSnned  by  defkolt,  on 
motion  of  the  reapondeot,  and  without  any  proof  being  required  of  his  hsTing 
noticed  tlie  appeal  for  argument;  &ld^  regular. 

At  Special  Tsrm,  March  16,  1859. 

Motion  to  vacate  a  judgment  entered  at  general  term,  affirm- 
ing u  judgment  of  a  district  court  It  appeared  that  the  defend- 
ant a]>pealed  from  a  judgmeot  rendered  against  him,  and,  after 
piuouriug  the  return  of  the  justice  to  be  filed,  noticed  the  appeal 
for  argument,  and  had  it  placed  on  the  general  term  calendar 
for  January  last  The  ap{.)eal  not  having  been  heard  or  disposed 
of  at  that  term,  it  was  continued  on  the  calendar  for  the  succeed- 
ing February  term,  when,  on  its  beii^  called  by  the  court,  no 
one  appearing  for  the  appellant,  the  judgment  was  affirmed  on 
the  application  of  the  respondent  In  entering  this  judgment, 
the  only  notice  of  argument  filed  was  the  notice  served  by  the 
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appellant  for  the  January  term.  The  appellant  moved  to  vacate 
the  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  his  default  had  been  irr^u- 
larlj  taken,  inasmuch  as  the  appeal  had  not  been  noticed  for 
argument  by  the  respondent. 

Philip  Ltvy^  for  the  motion. 

Jchn  TbwnBhend^  opposed. 

Hilton,  J« — ^The  appeal  herein  from  the  justice  of  the  Sixth 
District  Court  was  noticed  for  argument^  on  the  part  of  the  ap- 
pellant, for  January  term,  and  was  accordingly  placed  upon  the 
calendar,  there  to  continue  wWiout  farther  notice^  and  until  finally 
disposed  of  by  the  court.  Code,  §  364.  The  appellant  £Euled  to 
appear  when  the  case  was  regularly  oalled  at  the  last  general 
term,  and  the  respondent  asked  for  and  obtained  an  affirmance 
of  the  judgment.  There  was  no  irregularity  in  his  proceedings, 
and,  as  the  appellant  fails  to  show  any  excuse  for  his  neglect,  no 
Teason  exists  for  vacating  the  judgment  thus  entered. 

An  appeal  from  a  justice's  judgment  differs  from  all  other 
appeals,  in  not  requiring  to  be  noticed  by  either  party  after  it 
has  been  regularly  placed  upon  the  c«alendar.  By  a  special  statu- 
tory provision,  (Code,  §  864),  it  remains  upon  the  calendar  until 
finally  disposed  of  by  the  court,  and  unless  the  appellant  appears 
when  it  is  regularly  called,  the  respondent  is  entitled  to  an  affirm- 
ance of  the  judgment  This  is  the  usual  course,  and  was  fol- 
lowed in  the  present  case. 

Motion  denied,  with  costs. 

Vol.  it.  85 
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John  Pettiqbew  t;.  William  O.  Chaye  and  John  B.  Bbiggs. 

Whore  a  not«  is  made  for  the  aooommodation  of  another,  and  giren  to  him  without 
restriction  as  to  its  use,  it  is  no  answer  to  an  action  against  the  maker  upon  it,  Uj 
a  penioa  to  whom  it  has  been  dulj  indorsed,  tiiat  the  note  was  so  made,  and  the 
plaintiff  received  it  with  knowledge  of  that  fact 

in  such  a  case,  a  holder  for  value,  before  maturi^  of  tbe  noto^  it  entitled  toreooyer 
upon  it,  though  he  had  full  knowledge,  at  the  time  he  received  it,  of  the  drcum- 
staDccs  under  which  it  was  given. 

dTo  a  complaint,  in  an  aetion  on  a  promSasoiy  note  against  the  maker  and  pajee^ 
the  maker  answered  that  he  made  the  note  lor  the  acoommodation  of  the  pAje^ 
and  that  fact  was  Iniown  to  the  plainUff  when  he  raoeived  it  AU;  that  the  aa- 
awer  was  frivok>u8. 

As  the  answer  did  not  allege  any  fraud  in  the  transfer  of  the  note  to  the  plaintiff 
nor  that  he  did  not  give  f\ill  value  for  it,  it  must  be  presumed  that  there  was  no 
•Ihrad  lu  the  traosactkm,  and  that  the  plaintiff  acquired  the  note  for  a  vahiahte 
oonsidermtion. 

At  Special  Term,  April  21, 1859. 

Motion  for  judgment  against  the  defendant  Chave,  on  aocouot 
of  the  frivolousoess  of  his  answer.  The  action  was  upon  a 
promissory  note  made  by  the  defendant  Chave  to  the  order  of 
the  defendant  Briggs,  and  subsequently  indorsed  to  the  plainti£f. 
The  complaint  was  in  the  usual  form,  alle^ng  the  making  of  the 
note,  its  delivery  to  the  payee,  and  his  subsequent  indorsement 
of  it  to  the  plaintiff  for  a  valuable  consideration  before  maturity. 
The  answer  of  the  defendant  Chave  merely  set  up  that  he  made 
the  note  for  the  accommodation  of  the  payee,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff knew,  when  he  received  it,  that  it  was  so  made  without  con* 
sideration.  The  plaintiff  moved  for  judgment,  regarding  the 
.answer  as  frivolous. 

Brown,  Hall  tt  Vanckrpoel^  for  the  motion. 

UduKird  Peraarij  opposed. 

IIiLTON,  J. — The  defendant  Chave  sets  up,  as  a  defence^  that 
the  note  sued  on  was  made  by  him  solely  for  the  accommodation 
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of  his  CO  defendant,  and  that  the  want  of  consideration  was 
known  to  the  plaintiff  when  he  received  it.  The  plaintiff  moves 
for  judgment  on  account  of  the  firivolousness  of  this  answer,  and 
he  i?  clearly  entitled  to  have  his  motion  granted. 

No  fraud  in  the  transfer  of  the  note  is  alleged,  nor  is  it  averred 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  give  a  full  and  valuable  consideration 
for  it;  and,  as  was  said  by  Chief  Justice  Mansfield  in  Charles 
V.  Marsden^  (1  Taunt  224),  "it  must,  therefore,  be  presumed 
that  he  did,  and  that  there  is  no  fraud  in  the  transaction." 

Where  a  note  is  given  under  no  restriction,  but  is  made  merely 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  payee,  and  afterwards  negotiated, 
it  is  no  answer  to  an  action  brought  upon  it,  to  say  that  it  was 
mode  for  the  accommodation  of  the  payee,  and  that  that  fact  was 
known  to  the  plaintiff  when  he  received  it  In  such  a  case,  the 
holder  for  a  valuable  consideration  is  entitled  to  recover,  though 
he  had  full  knowledge  of  the  transaction.  Smith  v.  Knox^  3  Esh 
pinasse,  46.  These  rules  are  well  settled,  and  no  decision  can 
be  found  asserting  a  contrary  doctrine.  Grant  v.  Ellicotl^  7 
Wendell  227;  Small  v.  Smithy  1  Denio,  586;  Brown  v.  J/btt,  7 
John.  361 ;  Edwards  on  Bills  and  Notes^  318. 

Motion  granted,  with  $10  costs. 


Mary  McNamara,  by  her  next  friend  v.  John  McNamara. 

A  decree  of  sepantioti  from  bed  and  board  may  be  made,  on  the  application  of  the 
huaband,  for  the  like  caoaea  as  in  casea  of/eme  cooerti. 

JR  seems^  the  defence  of  adultery,  aa  a  ground  for  affirmative  relief)  cannot  be  inter- 
posed in  an  action  for  a  divorce  a  menaa  4t  ihoro. 

In  an  action  bj  a  wife  for  a  Vimited  divorce  ttom  her  husband,  upon  the  ground  of 
cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  by  him,  a  defence  of  general  bad  conduct  and  ill 
treatment  by  her  waa  set  up.  At  the  trial  aha  ikiled  to  eatatUah  her  caae,  and 
the  defence  waa  ftilly  proven.    ifeU^ — 

I.  That  under  the  Code,  a  defendant  may  have  such  affirmative  relief  ui  an  action, 
aa  the  case  chows  him  to  be  entitled  to. 

n.  That  cruel  and  inhuoan  treatment  by  the  wife  being  established,  the  husband 
was  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  divorce  a  metua  d  th<fr(K 
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At  Special  Term,  May  17,  1859. 

Motion  for  judgment,  in  an  action  for  divorce  a  viensa  d 
thoro^  brought  bj  the  wife  against  the  husband,  upon  the  ground 
of  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  by  him.  The  answer  denied 
all  these  charges  in  the  complaint,  and  set  up,  as  a  further  de- 
fence, that  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  adultery  with  divers 
persons ;  also,  that  her  habitual  bad  conduct  towards  him  ren- 
dered it  improper  for  him  to  live  with  her;  concluding  with  a 
demand  for  affirmative  relief^  and  judgment  thai  the  marriage 
tie  be  dissolved. 

The  cause  was  referred,  and  the  referee,  on  the  proofs  before 
him,  reported  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  show  any  cause  of 
action,  but  that  the  defence  had  been  fully  established.  On  this 
report,  and  the  evidence  attached,  both  parties  appeared,  asking 
for  judgment, — the  plwitiff  claiming,  in  opposition  to  the  report, 
that  the  evidence  did  not  warrant  the  referee's  conclusion,  and 
the  defendant  asking  under  it  a  judgment  of  divorce  in  his  favor. 

John  Brady^  for  the  plaintiffl 

Charles  S.  Spencer  and  Addison  Sanjbrd^  for  the  defendant 

Hilton,  J. — The  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  alleges  cruel  and 
inhuman  treatment  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  concludes 
with  a  demand  for  judgment  for  limited  divorce,  or  separation 
with  alimony.  The  answer  contains  a  denial  of  these  charges, 
sets  up  as  a  defence  the  bad  conduct  of  the  plaintiff,  and  charges 
her  generally  with  adultery  with  persons  unknown,  concluding 
with  a  demand  of  judgment  that  the  marriage  tie  be  dissolved. 
A  reference  appears  to  have  been  regularly  made  with  directions 
to  take  proof  of  all  the  facts  c;hai;ged  in  the  pleadings,  with  the 
usual  direction  to  rqKNrt  the  same  to  the  court,  with  the  opinion 
of  the  referee  thereon,  and  no  objection  was  taken  to  the  itefend- 
ant  setting  up  adultery  as  a  defence  in  the  action,  until  evidence 
in  support  of  it  was  offered  before  the  referee,  when  the  objec- 
tion was  overruled,  and  the  teatimonv  offered  to  sustain  that  de- 
fence  was  admitted. 
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XcNamara  t.  McNamtnL 


It  may  be  that  the  objection  came  too  late.  Had  it  been  made 
in  time,  it  is  very  probable  the  defence  of  adultery  would  be 
stricken  out,  upon  the  ground  that  it  could  not  be  interposed  in 
an  action  like  the  present  Mcintosh  v.  McLUoshf  12  How.  Pr. 
R.  289.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  express  any  opinion  upon  this 
question,  now  for  the  first  time  presented  to  the  court,  as  I  do 
not  concur  in  the  conclusion  of  the  referee,  that  the  evidence  shows 
the  plaintiff  to  have  been  guilty  of  adultery,  and  that  the  charges 
in  the  answer  in  this  respect  have  been  proven.  Her  conduct 
apv-ar-^  to  Lave  been  loose,  and  of  a  character  not  at  all  to  be 
commended,  but  I  do  not  think  any  act  of  criminality  has  been 
shown,  nor  any  circumstances  sufficient  to  warrant  the  conclu 
sioa  at  which  the  referee  has  arrived.  It  does  appear,  however, 
and  so  the  referee  has  reported,  that  instead  of  the  defendant 
having  ill  treated  the  plaintiff,  as  she  alleges  in  her  complaint, 
she  has  been  guilty  of  such  conduct  towards  him  as  renders  it 
unsafe  and  improper  for  him  to  cohabit  with  her;  and  the  alle- 
gations in  his  answer,  in  this  respect,  have  been  fully  sustained 
by  the  testimony. 

It  was  decided  by  the  late  Chancellor  Walworth,  in  Petry 
V.  Perry^  (2  Paige,  501),  and  I  am  not  aware  that  the  decision 
has  ever  been  questioned,  that  the  12th  section  of  the  act  of 
April  10th,  1824,  (see  Laws  1824,  p.  249),  which  authorizes  a  de- 
cree of  separation  from  bed  and  board,  on  the  application  of  the 
husband,  in  the  same  cases  and  for  the  like  causes  ta  feme  coverts 
were  entitled  to  under  the  10th  and  11th  sections  of  the  act 
entitled  "  An  act  concerning  divorces,  and  for  other  purposes," 
passed  April  18,  1813,  (see  2  Revised  Laws,  200),  was  not  re- 
pealed at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  our  present  Bevised  Stat- 
utes, but  still  remains  in  force.  Therefore,  as  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  divorce  a  mensa 
€t  Oioro,  no  reason  exists  why  it  should  not  be  granted  to  him  in 
the  present  action.  The  statute  referred  to,  it  is  true,  authorizes 
such  a  decree,  in  terms,  upon  the  application  of  the  husband,  by 
ft  bill  of  complaint  filed  by  him ;  but  the  provisions  of  the 
Code  (§2  74)  are  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  cover  all  such 
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cases,  and  to  permit  the  court  to  give  such  judgment  in  an  action 
either  for  or  against  a  plaintiff  or  defendant^  as  may  be  warranted 
by  tlic  evidence  at  the  trial : — or,  in  the  language  of  the  section 
referred  to,  the  court  "  may  grant  to  the  defendant  any  affirma- 
tive relief  to  which  he  may  be  entitled." 

Ju'igment  will  accordiuglj'  be  entered,  decreeing  a  separation 
forever  between  the  parties,  upon  the  ground  that  the  conduct  of 
the  plaintiff  has  been  such  towards  her  husband,  the  defendant, 
as  to  render  it  unsafe  and  improper  for  him  to  cohabit  with  her. 


The  Mechanics'  and  Traders'  Fire  Insurance  Company 

V.  Samuel  W.  Scott. 

In  Ki  action  upon  a  lease  to  recover  rent,  it  is  no  defence  that  the  lenee  nerer  had 

posjseesion  of  the  premiaes  demlied. 
To  render  occupancy  of  the  premisog  by  another,  an  answer  to  a  demand  bj  the  lea- 
ser, for  root  of  his  lessee,  it  must  appear  that  the  oocupatioii  is  under  a  ttUe  para- 

uit^unt  to  tliat  of  the  lessor. 
By  lo.'iHinfi^,  tlie  lessor  doed  not  warrant  against  the  acts  of  atrangeiBy  or  agree  to  pot 

th'.'  lessee  in  actual  possession. 
The  extent  of  his  implied  engagement  is^  that  he  has  a  good  title,  and  oan  give  a  free 

and  unincumbered  lease  for  the  term  demised. 
Where  a  lessee  is  kept  out  of  possession  by  a  party  other  than  the  leasoi;  or  one 

holding  under  a  paramount  title,  he  must  reeort  to  his  proper  remedy  to  get  po» 

■esiiua  under  tlie  iease. 

At  Special  Term,  June  23,  1859. 

Demurrer  to  an  answer.  The  complaiat  alleged  that  on 
March  6th,  1858,  the  plaintiffs  let  and  leased  to  the  defendant 
the  house  and  premises  No.  248  Hicks  street,  Brooklyn,  for  one 
yeir,  to  commence  on  May  1st,  1858,  at  the  rent  of  $600|  pay- 
able quarterly ;  and  in  consideration  of  such  letting,  the  defend* 
ant  covenanted  and  agreed  with  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  them  the 
rent  as  aforesaid.  That  one  quarter's  rent  became  due  August 
1st,  I'S'vS,  which,  though  (demanded,  the  defendant  refused  to 
i;av,  iind  jndgmeut  therefor  was  asked,  with  interest. 
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The  answer  contained  four  separate  defences,  the  last  of  which 
was  in  these  words:  "4th  answer.  The  defendant  further  says, 
that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  agreement  the  said  premises  were 
in  the  possession  and  occupancy  of  the  tenant  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  have  so  continued,  and  are  now  occupied  by  the  same  ten- 
ant ;  and  that  the  defendant  has  not,  nor  never  had,  possession 
of  the  said  premises.*' 

To  this  the  plaintiff  demurred,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  ''  not 
state  facts  sufEcient  to  constitute  a  counter  claim  or  a  defence  to 
the  plaintifiEs'  complaint'' 

Walter  if.  UnderhiUj  for  the  plaintifiBBL 

Samud  S.  Rowland^  for  the  defendant 

Daly,  First  Judge. — ^The  fourth  answer  sets  up  no  defence. 
The  complaint  avers  that  the  plaintiff  leased  the  premises  to 
the  defendant  on  the  sixth  day  of  March,  1858,  for  one  year, 
to  cojnmence  on  the  Ist  of  May  following.  This  vested  in 
the  defendant  an  interest  in  the  term  on  the  Ist  of  May,  and 
rendered  him  liable,  after  that  date,  for  the  payment  of  the 
rent  Whitney  v.  Allaire^  1  Comst.  311.  It  is  no  answer  that 
be  has  never  had  possession.  BeUcuis  v.  Barbridie^  Lord  Bay. 
170 ;  Uolt,  199 ;  Eaton  v.  Jaquea,  1  Doug.  461.  He  avers  that  at 
the  time  of  the  agreement  there  was  a  tenant  in  possession,  and 
that  the  same  tenant  is  still  in  possession.  This  is  no  answer. 
It  may  be  a  tenant  under  a  demise  from  some  person  having  no 
claim  or  title  to  the  premises.  To  render  the  occupancy  of  a 
tenant  an  answer  to  the  demand  for  rent|  the  defendant  must 
aver  that  the  tenant  is  in  possession  under  a  title  paramount  to 
that  of  the  plaintiff  Lttdwell  v.  Newman,  6  T.  R.  458.  By 
leasing,  the  plaintiff  does  not  warrant  the  defendant  against  the 
act  of  strangers,  or  agree  to  put  him  in  actual  possession.  The 
extent  of  his  implied  engagement  is  that  he  has  a  good  title, 
and  can  give  a  free  and  unincumbered  lease  for  the  term  de- 
mised ;  and  if  the  defendant  is  kept  out  of  possession  by  the  act 
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of  anj  puty  other  than  the  lencDordy  or  one  hsring  or  holding 
under  another  haring  a  paiamoont  tMe^  he  most  leeort  to  his 
proper  lemed j  to  get  poaMiwion  nnder  fak  lease.  Owrdmer  t. 
ICadias,  6  Hill,  882;  Phit  on  CJorenaiiti^  814.  Tho  demnner 
is  weU  taken* 
Jadgment  ibr  phontilt 


Georob  W.  Benson  v.  Nicholas  K  Pains  and  Edwabd  EL 

Babbjrt. 


Where  one  of  two  partuen  gives  hii  indiyidual  note  tat  their  joint  debt|  a  ji 
«poo  the  note  operatee  aa  an  exiUiguuihtBent  or  merger  of  their  Joint  linfaBity; 

A  recoTorj  of  a  judgment  against  one  of  several  joint  debtors  is  n  bar  to  an 
thereafter  against  aU  or  aaj  of  the  debtors  npon  their  joint  mriobtedneaSi 

The  judgment  puts  an  end  to  the  joint  iiabilitj  of  thepartj  against  whom  it  is  recov- 
ered, and  the  plainUfl^  bj  thus  proceeding  against  one^  abandons  his  right  to 
treat  tlie  others  as  jointly  liable. 

Ji  BeemSf  where  an  action  is  brought  against  an  j  nomber  of  joint  debtors  less  thsa 
the  whole,  olijectioa  most  be  taken  bj  plea  in  abatement,  or  it  win  be  dooacd 
waiTed,  and  judgment  will  be  given  as  upon  an  obligatioa  onlj  of  the  fangr 
sued. 

If  the  obligation  be  joint  and  sereral,  the  creditor  has  the  election  to  sue  the  deblon 
Joint!/,  or  each  of  them  separatei/,  and  a  judgment  without  eatisbction  i^ainst 
one  will  be  no  bar  to  an  actioo  against  another. 

The  case  of  Drake  y.  Mitchell  (3  JBast  351,)  examined  and  disapproTsd.* 

At  Special  Term,  June  28,  1869. 

Demurrer  to  a  complaint  The  complaiDt  alleged  that  the 
defendants  were  engaged  in  business  as  copartners,  and  while  so 
engaged,  the  plaintiff  at  the  instance  and  request  of  Barrett,  loaned 
to  him  for  the  use  of  the  partnership,  at  divers  times  between  Feb- 
ruary and  November,  1854,  various  sums  of  money,  amounting 
to  $5,000  and  upwards ;  which  the  defendants  failed  to  pay,  but 
remain  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  therefor.    That  as  security  for 
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the  moneys  bo  adyanoed,  Barrett  gave  his  five  promissory  notes 
to  the  plaintiflE^  payable  in  two,  three,  and  four  months,  for  differ- 
ent sums,  in  the  whole  amounting  to  $4,050.  That  Barrett  fail- 
ing to  pay  the  notes,  the  plaintiff  commenced  an  action  against 
him  upon  them  in  the  Superior  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
and  recovered  judgment  therein  on  September  2d,  1856,  for 
$4,085.51,  on  which  execution  was  issued  and  subsequently  re- 
turned unsatisfied.  That  the  defendants,  by  reason  of  the  prem- 
ises and  for  the  moneys  so  advanced,  are  indebted  to  the  plaintiff 
in  $4,050,  with  interest  from  November,  1854:.  Further,  it  was 
alleged  that  subsequent  to  the  advancing  of  the  money,  Barrett, 
in  addition  to  the  notes,  gave  the  plaintiff,  as  security,  400  shares 
of  stock  of  the  American  Hosiery  Company,  a  note  of  C.  G. 
Judson  for  $450,  and  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  mortgoge  on 
property  in  Philadelphia,  which,  before  commencement  of  this 
suit,  he  offered  to  give  to  the  defendants  on  their  paying  him  the 
$4,060,  with  interest.  That  he  has  always  been,  and  still  is,  ready 
to  give  up  such  securities  to  them,  and  brings  them  into  court  to 
be  given  up  when  he  is  paid  the  amount  so  due  from  them. 
Judgment  was  demanded  for  the  amount  so  due,  with  interest. 

The  defendant  Paine  demurred,  and  specified  the  following 
grounds  of  objection  to  the  complaint : 

I.  That  there  is  a  defect  of  parties,  because  Edward  E.  Bar- 
rett, named  therein,  is  made  a  party  defendant  in  this  action. 

II.  The  complaint  does  not  contain  facts  sufiicient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action  against  defendant 

in.  Because  the  debt  set  forth  in  the  complaint  became 
merged,  extinguished,  and  barred  in  the  judgment  therein  re- 
ferred to,  as  well  to  the  defendant  Paine  as  to  the  defendant 
Barrett 

lY.  Because  the  plaintiff  elected  to  change  the  nature  of  his 
security  from  a  partnership  debt  into  a  judgment  against  Barrett 
alone. 

Y.  The  taking  of  the  notes  and  recovering  a  judgment  thereon 
was  a  satisfiiction  of  the  original  indebtedness. 
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Jasper  W.  ChSbari  and  Charles  B.  Oramwdl^  tat  the  defendaat 

Paine. 

I.  The  defendant  Barrett  is  an  improper  party,  jadgment 
liaving  been  recovered  against  him  apon  the  identical  indebted- 
ness set  forth  in  the  complaint 

II.  The  judgment  against  Barrett  is  a  ban  L  The  debt  sta- 
ted in  the  complaint  is  a  separate  one  against  Barrett.  Storj  on 
Part.,  §  134,  ei  seq.  2.  Whether  joint  or  separatey  it  is  merged 
and  barred  in  the  judgment  against  Barrett.  PtUn  v.  Sandford^ 
1  Deiiio,  224;  Plerct  v.  Kearney,  5  11111,86;  Moss  v.  McCullou^ 
id.  135;  AveriU  v.  Loucks,  6  Barb.  19;  Hawks  v.  HuuJicUff,  17 
Barb.  501.  3.  The  pluintiS^  by  electing  to  prooeed  against  fia^ 
rett,  has  elected  to  change  his  security.  Per  Bronsqn,  J.,  io 
Pierce  V.  Kearney,  supm;  Robertson  v.  Snulh^  18  J.  R.  45D; 
Coll.  on  Part  (Perkins  ed.)  §  757,  and  eases  cited  in  note  (3) 
and  note  (1). 

in.  Nor  has  the  plaintiff  any  title  to  relief  in  equity.  Pmny 
V.  Martin,  4  J.  C.  R.  568. 

IV.  ihe  former  recovery  need  not  have  been  pleaded.  It  ii 
averred  in  the  complaint,  and  the  questions  are  properly  raised 
by  demurrer.    Code  (Yoorhies'  eJ.)  §  145,  and  notes. 

Francis  HowJand,  for  the  plaintiff. 

I.  There  Ls  no  defect  of  parties,  a.  The  defect  of  parties 
(Code,  §  144,  sub.  4,)  is  a  nou-joinder,  not  a  misfoituier,  Piftk- 
crtoiL  V.  Wallace,  1  Abb.  82.  i.  The  misjoinder  of  a  party  de- 
fendant is  no  ground  of  demurrer  by  his  co-defendanti  bat  by 
him  only  and  on  the  ground  that  the  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient,  4c.  Brownson  v.  Qifford^  8  How.  390 ;  N.  K 
and  N.  IL  RR.  Co.  v.  Sdmyler,  17  N.  Y.  Rep.  592,  604.  c  But 
Barrett  is  properly  and  necessarily  a  defendant  A  demurrer 
would  lie  for  his  non-joinder.  Robertson  y.  Smithy  18  Johna 
459,  481. 

II.  The  recovery  of  an  unsatisfied  judgment  against  Banett| 
on  hU  iuJiviiu;J  notes,  is  neither  bar,  waiver,  merger,  satisfac 
tion  nor  extinguishment  of  the  claim  aai  action  against  Paine 
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and  Barrett  for  money  lent  the  partaersbip.  a,  A  jadgment 
against  one  of  two  joint  debtors,  without  satisfaction,  is  a  bar  to 
an  action  against  the  two  upon  the  same  identical  cause  of  action 
only.  Ward  v.  Johnson^  18  Mass.  148 ;  King  v.  Iloare,  13  M. 
k  Welsby,  494;  Robertson  v.  Smithy  18  Johns.  459;  contra, 
Shelby  v.  Mandeville,  6  Cranch,  253.  Z^.  So  a  judgment  against 
one  of  two  joint  debtors  upon  an  individual  or  collateral  cause  of 
action,  which  results  in  a  satis/action,  by  one,  of  the  joint  cause  of 
action,  is,  by  extinguishing  the  dd)t,  a  bar  to  a  suit  against  the 
other,  or  against  both;  in  like  manner  a  judgment  and  satisfac- 
tion against  one  of  two  joint  trespassers  is  a  bar  to  a  suit  against 
the  other.  Simonds  v.  Center,  6  Mass.  18 ;  Livingston  v.  Bishop^ 
1  Johns.  291 ;  Thomas  v.  Bumseg,  6  Johns.  26 ;  liobertson  v. 
Smith,  18  Johns.  459,  478.  c.  But  a  judgment  against  one  ot 
two  joint  debtors  upon  a  collateral  or  individual  cause  of  action, 
though  for  the  same  moneys,  is  no  bar,  on  the  ground  of  merger 
or  otherwise,  to  a  subsequent  action  against  the  two  upon  the 
joint  cause  of  action,  unless  it  is  accepted  in  satisfaction  or  actu- 
ally satisiied.  Drake  v.  Mitchell,  H  East,  251.  Here  Ban*ett  is 
alleged  to  have  been  sued  '*  on  tho  notes  "  which  were  taken  "  as 
security."  The  two  causes  of  action  are  different,  and  the  evi- 
dence is  different  Rice  v.  Ring,  7  Johns.  20 ;  Johnson  v.  Smith, 
8  Johns.  299. 

III.  The  fourth  ground  of  demurrer,  that  the  plaintiff  elected 
to  change  his  security  from  a  partnership  debt  toajuaguient 
against  Barrett  alone,  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  allegation  in 
the  complaint,  that  it  was  "  as  security  "  only. 

IV.  The  fifth  ground  of  demurrer,  that  the  judgment  was  a 
satisfaction,  i^  in  direct  opposition  to  the  allegation  that  it  re- 
mains unsatisfied.    See  cases  supra. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — ^The  plaintiffs  case,  as  set  out  in  his  com- 
plaint)  may  be  briefly  stated.  He  loaned  the  defendants,  Paine  and 
Barrett,  five  thousand  dollars,  and,  after  the  loan,  took  from  the 
defendant  Barrett  his  five  promissory  notes  for  $4,050,  payable 
at  difierent  periods,  as  security  for  the  loan.     Barrett  having 
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failed  to  pay  the  notes,  tbe  pljuntiff  brongfat  an  action  upon  them, 
and  recoTcred  judgment.  He  now  snes  Fiune  and  Barrett^  n 
jointly  indebted  to  him  in  the  snm  of  $4,050,  the  amount  of  tbe 
noiesy  and  demands  judgment  against  them  for  that  amount, 
with  inieresL  The  defisndants  demur,  and  I  think  the  demurrer 
is  well  taken. 

It  is  well  settled,  that  the  recoveiy  of  a  judgment  against  one 
of  several  joint  debtors,  though  nothing  is  obtained  npon  it,  is  a 
bar  to  any  future  action  thereafter,  either  against  all  the  debtan 
or  against  any  of  them.  BoUrtscm  v.  Smithy  18  Johns.  459; 
King  V.  Uoart,  12  M.  k  Welsh.  494.  It  cannot  be  maintained 
against  any  number  leas  than  the  whole ;  for,  as  the  obligation  li 
joint,  an  answer  setting  up  the  non-joinder  of  any  one  of  the  ps^ 
ties  to  the  contract  will  abate  the  action.  Ascue  v.  HolKngswmAj 
Croke  Eliz.  494,  855 ;  Oabd  v.  Vavgfian,  1  Wms.  Saund.  29L 
And  it  cannot  be  maintained  against  all,  for  a  judgment  having 
l-een  previously  recovered  against  one,  he  cannot,  as  long  as  it 
stands,  be  again  charged  in  judgment  for  the  same  debt  Hig' 
gins'  Case,  6  Coke  R  541 ;  Lillf/  v.  Holges,  8  Mod.  541.  If  the 
action  is  brought  against  any  number  less  than  the  whole,  and 
no  objection  is  taken  by  plea  in  abatement,  the  defendant  will  be 
dLviiicJ  to  Lave  waived  it,  and  the  court  will  give  judgment 
upon  it  as  the  obligation  only  of  the  party  or  parties  sued.  Oer- 
mon  V.  Frederick,  and  Dixon  v.  Bowman,  cited  in  note  4  to  Oabd 
V.  Vuughan,  1  Wms.  Saund.  291 ;  Bees  v.  Abbott^  Comp.  832; 
Lillf/  V.  Hodges,  1  Str.  5SH  ;  8  Mod.  166. 

But  if  the  contract  or  obligation  be  several  as  well  as  joint,  as 
m  a  bond  where  the  obligors  bind  themselves  jointly  and  seve- 
rally, the  plaintiff  has  his  election  to  sue  all  the  parties  jointlj, 
or  each  of  them  separately.  He  may,  in  such  a  case,  bring  dis- 
tinct actions  against  each  of  them  ;  and  a  judgment  without  satis- 
faction against  one,  will  be  no  bar  to  an  action  against  another; 
but,  though  he  may  maintain  distinct  actions  against  each,  he 
cannot  unite  two  in  one  action,  or  any  number  short  of  the 
whole.    He  must  either  sue  them  all  together,  or  each  of  them 
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aeparatel J.     Slreaifidd  v.  Ilalliday,  8  T.  R  782 ;  10  Year  Book, 
27  II.  Vill,  6  PL  26 ;  note  to  CaM  v.  Vaughan^  supra. 

This  case  is  Dot  strictly  analogous  to  that  of  a  joint  and  sev 
eral  obligation,  in  which  all  the  parties  to  the  contract  bind 
themselves  both  severally  and  jointly,  but  a  case  in  which  one 
of  two  joint  debtors  gives,  in  addition,  his  individual  obligation 
for  the  debt;  and,  in  support  of  the  plain ti£fs  right,  after  re- 
covering a  judgment  upon  the  individual  obligation,  to  maintain 
an  action  agfunst  both  debtors  for  the  debt  due  by  them  jointly, 
I  am  referred  to  Drake  v.  Milchell,  8  East.  251.  The  case  is  cer- 
tainly in  point.  One  of  three  parties,  who  were  jointly  bound 
upon  a  covenant,  gave  his  promissory  note  to  the  plaintiff  in 
payment  of  his  liability  upon  the  covenant,  and  the  note  not 
being  paid  at  maturity,  the  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  against 
bim.  The  plaintiff  then  sued  all  the  parties  to  the  covenant, 
and  they  plead  the  judgment  against  one  of  them  in  bar,  but  the 
plea  was  held  bad.  Lord  Ellenbobough  declared,  that  he  un- 
derstood the  principle,  transit  m  remjudicatum^  to  apply  only  to 
the  cause  of  action  on  which  the  judgment  was  rendered;  thus 
distinguishing  the  note  as  constituting  a  distinct  and  different 
cause  of  action  from  that  on  the  covenant ;  and  Grose,  J.,  said 
that,  not  having  been  received  in  satisfaction,  it  could  operate 
only  as  collateral  security ;  that  though  judgment  was  recovered 
upon  it,  it  had  not  produced  satisfaction  in  fact,  and  that  the 
plaintiff,  therefore,  might  still  resort  to  his  original  remedy  upon 
the  covenant  I  do  not  consider  the  reasoning  of  the  court  in 
this  case  satisfactory,  or  think  that  it  is  reconcilable  with  the 
principle  recognized  and  acted  upon  afterwards  in  the  cases  of 
Bobertaan  r.  Smith  and  King  v.  Hoare,  before  referred  to.  It  is 
true,  that  in  those  eases  the  judgment  was  reoovered  against  one 
joint  debtor,  in  an  action  upon  the  original  contract,  but,  as  will 
appear  Ax>m  the  authorities  already  cited,  the  efifoct  of  bringing 
the  action  against  him  solely,  and  of  the  absence  of  any  plea  of 
non-joinder,  is  treating  it  as  his  contract  alone,  and  as  such, 
judgment  is  given  upon  it.  The  principle  upon  which  the  cases 
of  Robertson  v.  Smith  and  King  y.  Hoare  rest  is,  that,  after  judg- 
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xneDt  against  one,  another  action  cannot  be  brought  upon  the 
joint  contract,  as  the  effect  of  it  wonld  be  to  render  two  jndg- 
mentB  against  the  same  party  ibr  the  same  debt;  and  such  was 
the  result  in  Draht  v.  AfUcheU,  by  giving  judgment  against  all 
the  parties  to  the  covenant  after  judgment  was  rendered  against 
one  of  them  upon  a  note  given  fbr  the  debt  due  by  the  covenaat 
Such  is  the  case  here.  The  notes  given  by  Barrett  were  for  the 
debt  for  which  he  is  now  jointly  sued  with  Paine,  and  if  judg- 
ment is  given  for  the  plaintiff  here,  there  will  be  two  jndg- 
ments  against  him  fbr  the  same  debt  It  cannot  be,  as  Lord 
Ellenborocgh  and  the  other  judges  in  Droit  v.  J/iYc&eS  sup- 
posed, that  actual  satis&ction  is  the  test,  and  that  because  the 
plaintiff  has  taken  an  individual  obligation  ftom  one  <^  the  joint 
debtors,  he  can  have  two  judgments  in  his  fitvor  for  the  same 
debt-— one  upon  the  joint,  and  another  upon  the  individual  obli- 
gation.  If  satisfiaction  was  the  test,  and  could  alone  constitute  a 
bar,  it  would  be  a  complete  answer  to  the  objection  of  the  pre- 
vious recovery  of  a  judgment  against  one,  in  an  action  against 
joint  debtors,  that  it  had  not,  in  the  language  of  the  court  in 
Dntke  V.  Miichdl^  produced  the  fruit  of  a  judgment— actual  satis- 
faction. But  it  was  deemed  no  answer  in  Robertson  v.  StniA^ 
which  settled  the  law  in  this  state,  and  the  recovery  of  the  judg- 
ment alone  was  held  to  be  a  bar,  because  it  changed  an  indebt- 
edness upon  contract  to  a  debt  of  record,  and  fbr  the  reason 
more  fully  given  by  Mr.  Justice  Park,  in  King  v.  Hoare^  that 
one  of  two  joint  contractors  cannot  be  twice  troubled  for  the 
same  cause ;  that  there  could  not  be  two  separate  judgments  for 
the  same  debt;  and  that  where  judgment  has  been  obtained  for 
a  debt,  the  right  given  by  the  record  meiges  the  inferior  remedy 
by  action  for  the  same  debt  Nor  do  J  think  that  the  diatine- 
tion  taken  by  Lord  Ellenborough,  that  the  covenant  and  the 
note  constituted  distinct  causes  of  action,  was  a  substantial 
one.  The  judgment  upon  the  note  was  for  the  same  debt^  and 
to  render  another  judgment  against  the  same  party  upon  the 
covenant,  was  contravening  the  principle  referred  ta  The  fkt 
is,  that  the  law  upon  this  subject  was  not  well  understood,  and 
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had  not  been  very  distinctly  defined,  when  Drake  r.  ifiichell  was 
decided.  When  the  point  came  up  for  consideration  in  this  state; 
in  Robertson  y.  Smiih,  that  a  judgment  against  one  joint  debtor 
was  an  extinguishment  of  the  right  of  action  against  the  rest, 
there  was  a  determination  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  directly  the  other  way,  {Sheehy  v.  ifandeville^  6  Cranch, 
253),  and  yet  that  decision,  supported  as  it  was  by  the  weighty 
authority  of  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  was,  after  full  examina* 
tion,  deliberately  disregarded;  and  when  King  v.  Hoare  was 
decided  in  England,  so  late  as  1844,  the  dicta  of  numerous 
judges  was  cited  against  the  proposition  contended  for,  and  the 
point  was  found  to  be  so  unsettled  and  doubtful  upon  the  au- 
thorities, as  to  draw  from  Baron  Parke,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  the  observation  that  it  was  remarkable  that 
the  question  had  never  been  actually  decided  in  England.  If 
the  law,  then,  was  so  obscure  or  unsettled  upon  this  point,  it  may 
serve  to  explain  why  the  judges,  in  Drake  v.  Mitchell,  thought, 
in  the  case  before  them,  that  nothing  short  of  actual  satisfaction 
would  be  a  bar. 

Separate  judgments  might  be  had  against  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  a  promissory  note,  and  against  each  of  the  parties  to 
an  instrument,  where  they  had  bound  themselves  severally  as 
well  as  jointly  ;  but  though  each  judgment  is  for  the  same  debt, 
it  is  against  a  separate  person,  and  does  not  present  what  Chief 
Justice  Spekcbb,  in  Robtrtaon  v.  Smith,  declared  would  be  an 
anomaly  in  the  law,  and  inconsistent  with  the  notion  of  a  correct 
and  regular  judicial  proceeding, — twojudgments  rendered  against 
the  same  party  for  the  same  debt. 

I  have  gone  into  this  examination  of  the  authorities — though 
there  has  been  a  recent  decision  in  this  state  which  is  exactly  in 
point  {Peters  v.  Sandford,  1  Denio,  224^)— because  the  case  of 
Drake  v.  ifitchell  is  relied  upon  here,  and  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  considered,  or  to  have  been  refisrred  to  in  the  decision  of 
that  case.  One  of  two  partners  purchased  a  quantity  of  wool 
from  the  plaintifi)  for  which  he  gave  his  promisory  note.  The 
plaintiff  indorsed  the  nota  and  passed  it  away,  and  not  being 
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paid  at  maturity,  he  and  the  maker  were  sued  upon  it,  and  judg- 
ment having  been  recovered,  the  plaintiff  paid  the  judgment 
He  then  sued  both  partners  for  the  priee  of  the  wool,  as  pur- 
chased upon  their  joint  account  But  the  court  held,  assuming 
that  the  defendants  were  partners,  and  were  jointlj  liable  in  the 
purchase  of  the  wool,  that  the  j  udgment  upon  the  promiaBoiy 
note  given  by  one  of  them,  worked  an  extinguiahment  or  merger 
of  their  liability  upon  the  joint  contract  That  to  extinguish  the 
joint  contract  it  was  not  necessary  thai  safeis&ction  should  follow 
the  judgment,  for  the  judgment  performed  thai  ofBce.  This  de- 
cision is  in  direct  conflict  with  Drake  t.  MiidielL  It  was  a  legiti^ 
mate  and  logical  deduction  from  tiie  principle  established  by  Bolh 
ertaon  v.  Smithy  and  is  decisive  of  the  point  in  question.  I  might 
have  given  judgment  for  the  defendants  upon  the  authority  of  thia 
case  alone,  bat  as  it  is  in  conflict  with  Drctke  y.  MiiAeU^  and  as  the 
law  was  assumed  by  the  court  without  adverting  to  the  opposite 
ruling  in  that  case,  I  felt  called  upon  to  give  the  question  a 
more  full  and  extended  examination. 
Judgment  for  the  defendant  upon  the  demuner. 


Thk  Mator,  Aldermen  and  ComcoNALir  of  the  Cttt  of 
New  York  v.  James  Brett  and  John  PEmaRBW. 

An  action  against  the  sureties  upon  the  oflkjlBl  bond  of  a  oottiblt  of  tiM  dtj  of 
New  York,  given  pursuant  to  the  requiremeBts  of  §  141  of  S  Boriaed  Iaws 
of  1813,  (p.  397),  to  recover  for  a  wrongful  aot  done  bj  the  oonftahite  in  hii  ofB- 
cial  capacity;  must  bo  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  mayor,  aldomea  Mid  oom- 
monalty  of  the  dty  of  New  York. 

The  bond  being  givon  to  the  mayor,  ike.,  of  New  York,  ftr  the  benefit  of  aay  per- 
son aggrieved  by  the  official  misoonduct  of  tho  conslablei  thagr  Me  **UMiiiM  of 
an  express  trust"  within  the  meaning  of  §  113  of  the  Ooda^  aod  may  sue  without 
Joining  with  thorn  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  suit  it  prooeoaled. 

In  such  an  action  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show,  at  the  trial,  that  leave 
of  the  court  has  been  obtained  to  prosecute  the  bond. 
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If  such  loave  has  not  been  obtained,  the  omission  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of 
bj  the  defendant,  bj  a  motion  to  the  court  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  in  the 
action. 

Qvertt — whether  this  motion  can  be  nuMle  after  » trial  and  Terdidt 

At  Special  Term,  June  27,  1859. 

Trial  before  a  judge,  by  consent  of  parties,  without  a  jury. 
Tlie  action  was  brought  against  the  defendants  as  sureties  upon 
a  constable's  bond,  given  to  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  common- 
alty of  the  city  of  New  York,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 147  of  "  An  act  to  reduce  several  laws  relating  particularly 
to  the  city  of  New  York,"  passed  April  9, 1818-  (See  2  Revised 
Laws,  897 ;  also  Davies'  I/aws  relative  to  the  city  of  New  York, 
518.)  At  the  trial  a  judgment  record  was  produced,  showing 
a  recovery  against  the  constable  for  a  wrongful  act  done  by  him 
in  his  official  capacity ;  also  that  an  execution  issued  thereon 
had  been  returned  wholly  unsatisfied.  The  plaintifl^  then  rested ; 
whereupon  the  defendants'  counsel  moved  to  dismiss  the  cc»m- 
plaint  upon  the  ground  that  the  action  should  have  been  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment,  they  being  the  real 
parties  in  interest,  and  also  that  because  it  did  not  appear  that 
this  court  had  granted  leave  to  prosecute  the  bond  in  suit 

Javies  Geddea  Day^  for  the  plaintiffiu 
William  C.  Oarpenkr,  for  the  defendants. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — ^The  only  point  arising  in  this  case  is^ 
whether  the  action  should  have  been  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
real  parties  in  interest ;  and  whatever  doubts  may  have  existed  on. 
that  point  heretofore,  they  are  set  at  rest  by  the  decision  of  the^ 
Court  of  Appeals  in  the  Peopk  v.  Norton^  5  Seld.  176.  It  was 
held  in  that  case  that  an  action  upon  a  bond,  given  by  a  trustee 
and  his  surety  to  the  people  of  this  state,  for  the  benefit  of  cer- 
tain parties  interested  in  the  estate  of  which  the  defendant  was 
trustee,  was  properly  brought  in  the  name  of  the  people,  and 
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there  is  notliiDg  in  principle  to  distingaish  that  case  fix>m  the 
present. 

If  leave  of  the  oourt  to  prosecute  the  bond  had  not  been  ob- 
tained before  the  commencement  of  the  salt,  the  defendants' 
remedy  was  by  motion  to  the  court  to  set  aside  the  proceedings. 
The  plaintifis  were  not  bound  to  show  upon  the  trial  that  they  had 
obtained  the  leave  of  the  court,  and  the  want  of  proof  of  that  fact 
constituted  no  ground  for  a  non-suit  The  plaintiff  are  entitled 
to  judgment 

Ordered  accordingly. 

(dpoQ  consultationi  all  the  judges  concurred  in  this  opinion.* 


John  J.  Tuceer  v.  Samuel  P.  WiLUAMa 

If  a  contractor,  in  trectlDg  a  building,  matoriallj  departs  fiom  what  was  agreed 
apon,  and  fails  aubstantially  to  porfonn  his  contract,  he  can  reoorer  nothing,  aod 
practically  forfeits  to  tho  owner  all  that  has  been  done. 

This  rule,  however,  should  only  be  applied  to  cases  where  the  contractor  utterly 
fails  to  show  a  substantial  performance  of  his  contract. 

The  evidence  at  the  trial  was  conflicting  as  to  whether  the  building  had  been 
erected  in  conformity  with  the  contract.  An  architect,  who  had  been  cmplojed 
by  tho  owner  to  superintend  the  work  as  it  progressed,  was  among  those  who 
testified  that  the  work  done  was  in  compliance  with  the  oontraet.  Betd,  that  in 
weighing  the  evidenoe,  his  testimony  should  be  regarded  as  contzoUing  upon  the 
question. 

At  Special  Term,  June  27, 1859. 

Trial  before  a  judge  without  a  jury,  in  an  action  to  foreclose 
a  mechanic's  lien  upon  building  and  premises  No.  18  East  37th 
street,  belonging  to  the  defendant.  It  appeared  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  contracted  with  the  defendant,  as  owner,  to  do  the  mason 


*  See  7%e  Mayor,  dx^  of  N,  Y.  y.  Doody,  A.  Abbott  Pr.  &.  127  ;  Iknxs  ▼.  Krugtr, 
4  E.  D.  Smitli.  350. 
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work  on  the  building  in  question  for  $5,800,  the  work  to  be 
done  to  the  defendant's  satisfaction,  and  according  to  certain 
plans  and  specifications  referred  to  in  the  contract  Some  extra 
work  had  also  been  done,  amounting  to  $65,  and  the  building 
had  been  entirely  finished,  and  was  in  the  occupation  of  the  de-. 
fendnnt  A  lien  was  claimed  for  $4,852,  the  balance  alleged  to 
be  due  over  and  above  all  payments  made  by  the  defendant  on 
account  The  defence  set  up  in  the  answer  was,  that  the  build- 
ing had  been  in  no  respect  erected  according  to  the  plans  and 
specifications  ;  that  there  had  been  paid  to  the  plaintiff  on 
account  of  his  work,  $4,683  in  cash  and  notes,  and  the  defend- 
ant, by  reason  of  the  failure  and  omission  of  the  plaintiff  to 
perform  his  contract,  had  sustained  damages  to  the  amount  of 
$2,000,  which  he  claimed  to  be  allowed  him  against  any  demand 
of  the  plaintiff.  At  the  trial  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  claim 
was  not  disputed,  but  it  was  insisted  that  the  building  had  not 
been  constructed  according  to  the  contract  and  specifications, 
and  therefore  no  recovery  could  be  had.  It  appeared  also  that 
during  the  progress  of  the  work,  an  architect  in  the  employ  oi 
the  defendant  had  overlooked  and  superintended  it,  and  had 
given  certificates  upon  which  the  payments  had  been  made  as 
the  work  progressed.  He  had  also  given  a  certificate,  after  the 
building  had  been  completed,  to  the  effect  that  it  had  been  so 
finished  according  to  the  contract  Upon  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  work  had  been  done  in  conformity  with  the  con- 
tract, many  witnesses  were  examined  on  both  sides,  and  the 
views  of  the  judge,  respecting  the  weight  to  be  attached  to  their 
testimony,  are  expressed  in  his  opinion. 

John  R.  Flanagan  and  Henry  R.  OummingSf  for  the  plaintiff 

Samud  Williams,  for  the  defendant 

Daly,  First  Judge. — This  action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to 
foreclose  a  lien  for  work  and  materials  supplied  in  the  erection 
of  a  building  for  the  defendant    The  building  was  erected  under 
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a  contract  specifying  the  nature  of  the  work  and  the  kind  of 
materials  that  were  to  be  used.  The  plaintiff  daims  for  what 
was  done  in  pursuance  of  the  contract,  and  for  extra  work — after 
allowing  for  all  payments  that  have  been  made  to  him — a  bal- 
ance of  $4,352.  The  defendant  insists  that  the  building  was  not 
erected  in  the  manner  required  by  the  contract.  That  there 
was  a  material  deviation,  both  as  to  the  way  in  which  the  work 
wns  done  and  in  tlje  kind  of  materials  that  were  used.  That 
different  parts  of  the  work,  and  a  considerable  portion  of  the 
materials  were  greatly  inferior  to  what  was  required  by  the  spe- 
cifications, and  that  the  plaintiff,  not  having  performed  his  con- 
tract, is  entitled  to  nothing. 

Though  the  building  is  finished  and  in  possession  of  the  owner, 
still  if  the  contractor,  in  erecting  it,  has  materially  departed  from 
what  was  agreed  upon — if  he  has  £iiled  substantially  to  do  what 
was  specified  and  stipulated  for  in  the  contract — ^he  can  i^cover 
nothing,  and  practically  forfeits  to  the  owner  what  is  done.  Smiih 
V.  Brady,  17  N.  Y.  R.  178.  This  is  a  stringent,  but  healthy  and 
necessary  rule,  to  secure  the  &ithful  performance  of  contract* ; 
but  as  the  penalty  it  imposes  upon  the  defaulting  contractor  is  a 
severe  one — ^in  this  case  involving  a  loss  of  labor  and  materials 
valued  at  over  four  thousand  dollars — the  court,  in  applying  the 
rule,  should  be  well  satisfied  that  the  case  is  one  coming  clearly 
within  it,  and  that  the  contractor  has  utterly  failed  to  show  a 
substantial  performance  of  his  contract. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  is  conflicting.  Three  witnesses  on 
(he  part  of  the  defendant^  who  have  examined  the  building  since 
it  was  erected,  and  compared  it  with  the  specifications,  swear 
that  it  ia  not  built  according  to  the  specifications,  and,  in  connec- 
tion with  two  other  witnesses,  have  p(»nted  out  parts  which  they 
regard  as  defective,  and  as  failing  to  comply  with  what  was  re- 
quired by  the  contract.  While  eight  witnesses  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  including  himself — who  were  either  engaged  upon 
the  building  or  supplied  materials  towards  its  erection — ^rebat 
this  testimony.  I  should  have  found  it  difficult  to  determine  be- 
tween these  two  classes  of  witnesses ;  but  there  is  a  feature  ia 
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the  case  which,  upon  a  question  so  situated,  has  enabled  me  to 
reach  what  I  regard  as  a  satisfactory  conclusion.  The  building 
was  erected  under  the  supervision  of  an  architect,  by  whom  the 
building  was  repeatedly  examined  while  it  was  in  progress,  who 
gave  directions  as  to  the  work,  and  upon  whose  certificates  all 
the  previous  payments  were  made.  For  the  two  last  and  final 
payments  he  also  gave  his  certificate,  which  was  presented  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  with  the  remark  that  the  job  was 
finished,  to  which  the  defendant  answered  that  he  was  negoti- 
ating with  his  brother-in-law  for  the  money,  and  thai  the  phiiuiLtl' 
would  be  paid.  There  is  no  reason  to  suppose  any  collusion 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  architect,  as  the  plaintiff  had  never 
employed  him  in  anything,  never  agreed  with  him  for  any  per 
ccntage,  had  never  paid  him  anything,  and  had  never  come  in 
contact  with  him  until  the  erection  of  this  building ;  and  fur  his 
services  as  an  architect  in  this  matter  he  was  paid  by  the  defend- 
ant. The  defendant  sought  to  overcome  this  feature  in  the  case 
by  testifying  that  the  architect  was  a  very  young  man,  whose 
experience  had  not  been  large ;  that  he  did  not  agree  to  pay 
upon  his  certificate,  but  only  in  the  event  that  he  was  satisfied 
liimself ;  upon  which  I  asked  him,  what  was  the  use,  then,  ot 
employing  an  architect,  and  of  requiring  him  to  give  a  certifi- 
cate ;  to  which  the  defendant  replied,  that  it  was  a  mere  form 
that  was  gone  through  with.  To  the  defendarit's  testimony  in 
this  respect  I  gave  no  weight,  but  considered  the  final  certificate 
of  the  architeet,  supported  as  it  was  by  bis  testimony,  as  suf- 
ficient to  turn  the  scale  when  testing  the  respective  weight  of 
conflicting  testimony.  I  shall  give  judgment^  therefore,  for  the 
plaintiff,  for  the  amount  claimed. 
Judgment  accordingly. 
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Petition  of  John  Snook  for  AUTHORmr  to  change  his 

NAME. 

Under  the  "  Act  to  authorize  pereonfi  to  change  their  names,**  (Laws  1847,  ch.  464), 
before  the  judge  is  entitled  to  exercise  the  special  jurisdiction  thereby  conferred, 
the  evidence  presented  must  be  such  that  he  can  say  judiciallj,  that  the  applicant 
will  derive  a  pecuniary  benefit  by  assuming  another  name. 

Mere  belief  of  the  petitioner  that  it  will  bo  for  his  peconiary  interest  that  his  name 
should  be  changed,  is  not  sufficient  to  authoriie  the  judge  to  order  the  change 
desired. 

The  origin  of  proper  names  considered,  and  the  law  and  usage  respecting  tbem  ex- 
amined.— Per  Daly,  F.  J. 

Jl  seems^  that  although  Uie  custom  is  universal  for  all  male  pwaooa  to  bear  the 
name  of  their  parents,  there  is  nothing  in  the  law  prohibiting  a  man  from  taking 
another  name,  if  ho  so  desires ;  nor  is  there  any  penalty  or  punishment  for  ao  doing 

A  contract  or  obligation  may  be  entered  into  by  a  person  by  any  name  he  may 
choose  to  assume.  The  law  only  looks  to  the  identity  of  the  individual,  and 
when  that  is  clearly  established,  the  act  will  be  binding  upon  him. 

At  Chambers,  August  4,  1859. 

The  ai>plic4int  petitioned  for  a  change  of  name  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  referred  lo,  passed  December  14th,  1847.  See 
8  R.  S.  (5th  ed.)  873.  All  the  material  faots  in  the  petition  are 
stated  in  the  opinion. 

The  petitioner,  in  person. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — ^This  is  an  application  for  an  order 
authorizing  the  petitioner  to  change  his  name  to  John  Pike. 

He  sets  forth  in  bis  petition  that  Snook  is  a  name  of  Germao 
origin,  corresponding  with  the  English  word  Pike.  That  some 
years  ago  he  intended  to  apply  to  the  legislature  for  liberty  to 
change  his  name,  and  consulted  a  lawyer,  who  advised  him  that 
he  had  the  right  to  change  his  name  himself,  and  that  such  appli- 
cation was  not  necessary.  That  he  accordingly  changed  his 
name  to  John  Pike,  and  became  a  member  of  a  firm,  in  the  city 
of  Syracuse,  under  the  name  of  John  Pike  &  Co.,  and  under 
that  luunc  became  and  is  known  to  a  large  number  of  Lis 
business  acquninUinces,  and  enjoys  under  it  a  business  goodwill; 
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that  he  contemplates  entering  into  a  copartnership  with  a  gentle* 
man  of  (his  city  who  objects  to  the  name  of  Snook  appearing  in 
the  business  title  or  name  of  the  firm,  and  that  the  petitioner 
believes  it  to  be  for  his  pecuniary  interest  that  his  name  should 
be  known  as  John  Pike. 

Under  the  act  of  1847  a  judge  of  this  court  may  authorize  any 
persoa  of  full  age,  residing  in  this  state,  to  assume  another  name, 
if  the  judge  is  satislSed  that  the  applicant  will  derive  any  pecuni- 
ary benefit  from  assuming  another  name.  By  this  is  to  be  under- 
stood that  the  judge  is  to  be  judicially  satisfied,  upon  proper 
proof  {Smith  v.  LucCy  13  Wend.  237,)  that  such  will  be  the  eflfect 
if  the  name  is  changed.  To  put  a  case  in  point,  if  an  estate  is 
left  to  a  man  by  will,  upon  condition  that  he  take  the  name  of 
the  testator,  then  it  is  apparent  that  he  will  derive  a  pecuniary 
benefit  by  being  allowed  to  assume  that  name.  In  this  case  the 
petitioner  merely  shows  that  he  believes  that  it  will  be  for  his 
pecuniary  interest  that  his  name  should  be  changed  to  John- 
Pike ;  but  that,  in  my  judgment,  is  not  sufficient  to  give  me 
authority,  under  this  act,  to  order  his  name  to  be  changed.  The 
mere  possibility  or  probability  that  such  may  be  the  effect  is  not 
enough.  The  evidence  before  the  judge  must  be  such  that  he 
can  say  judicially  that  the  applicant  will  derive  a  pecuniary 
benefit  by  assuming  another  name,  or  a  case  is  not  presented  that 
will  entitle  the  officer  to  exercise  the  special  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred by  the  act 

The  question  has  been  asked,  upon  this  application,  whethet 
he  has  not  the  right  to  translate  his  name  into  the  English 
language,  and  call  himself  by  the  word  in  English,  which  is 
equivalent  to  or  of  the  same  meaning  as  Snook?  It  docs  not 
fiiU  within  the  sphere  of  my  judicial  duty  to  pass  upon  that  ques- 
tion ;  but,  as  this  application  has  been  made  in  good  faith,  and 
is  very  earnestly  pressed,  I  have  no  objection  to  state  my  views. 
The  word  Snook  is  not,  as  the  applicant  supposes,  of  German 
origin,  nor  is  "  pike  "  expressed  in  German  by  such  a  word.  The 
word  is  Dutch  or  Flemish,  from  snoek,  signifying  pike,  a  species 
>f  fish.    Wernick's  Dictionary.    The  meaning  of  the  word  con- 
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stitnting  the  name  of  a  person,  is  of  no  importance,  for,  oonad- 
ered  as  a  name,  it  derives  its  whole  significance  fix>m  the  £BbCt 
that  it  is  the  mark  or  indicia  by  which  he  is  known.  Many 
names  have  no  specific  meaning  apart  firom  indicating  the  per- 
sons who  bear  them,  and,  as  designatio  pers&ncR^  it  makes  no  dif- 
ference should  the  word  or  name  performing  that  office,  as  is 
frequently  the  case,  be  also  a  word  for  expressing  something 
else.  As  the  proper  or  lawful  names  of  persons  is  a  subject  to 
which  legal  writers  have  paid  but  little  attention,  it  will  be  neces- 
sary to  examine  the  state  of  the  law  respecting  it.  As  I  have 
said,  a  man's  name  is  the  mark  or  indicia  by  which  he  is  distin- 
guished from  other  men.  By  a  practice  now  almost  universal 
among  civilized  nations,  it  is  composed  of  his  christian  or  given 
name,  and  his  surname.  The  one  is  the  name  given  to  him  after 
birth,  or  at  baptism ;  the  other  is  the  patronymic  derived  from 
the  common  name  of  his  parents.  In  the  case  of  illegitimates, 
they  take  the  name  or  designation  they  have  gained  by  reputa- 
tion. Bex  V.  Smith,  6  C.  &  P.  154;  Hex  v.  Clark,  R.  &  R.  C.  C. 
858.  The  christian  or  first  name  is,  in  the  law,  denominated  the 
proper  name ;  and  a  party  can  have  but  one,  for  middle  or  added 
names  are  not  regarded.  SVUe  v.  ifartin,  10  Mis.  89 1 ;  £dmo)iSi(m 
v.  Tfie  State,  17  Ak.  179 ;  McKay  v.  Spick,  8  Texas,  876  ;  Hex  v. 
Newman,  1  Ld.  Ray.  662, 305 ;  Franklin  v.  Tallmadge,  5  Johns.  R. 
64.  Formerly,  the  christian  name  was  the  more  important  of 
the  two.  "  Special  heed,"  says  Coke,  "  is  to  be  taken  of  the  name 
of  baptism,  as  a  man  cannot  have  two,  though  he  may  have 
divers  surnames."  Coke  Litt  3,  a  (m).  Indeed,  anciently  in 
England,  there  was  but  one  name,  for  surnames  did  not  come 
into  use  until  the  middle  of  the  fourteentlx  century,  and  even 
down  to  the  time  of  Elizabeth,  they  were  not  considered  of  con- 
irolling  importance.  Thus  Chief  Justice  I'opham,  in  Brilion  v. 
WrigJUman,  (Poph.  56),  speaking  of  grants,  declares  that "  the  law 
is  not  precise  in  the  case  of  surnames,  but  for  the  christian  name," 
he  says,  *•  this  ought  always  to  be  perfect;"  and  throughout  the 
early  reports  the  christian  name  is  uniformly  referred  to  as  the 
most  oerUiin  mark  of  the  identity  of  the  individual  in  all  de^ls 
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or  instrumeDts.  Qreater  importance  being  attached  to  the  cbris* 
tian  name  arose  from  the  fact  that  it  was  the  designation  con- 
ferred by  the  religious  rite  of  baptism,  while  the  surname  was 
frequently  a  chance  appellation,  assumed  by  the  individual  him- 
self, or  given  to  him  by  others,  for  some  marked  characteristic, 
such  as  his  mental,  moral  or  bodily  qualities,  some  peculiarity 
or  defect,  or  for  some  act  he  had  done  which  attached  to  his  de- 
scendants, while  sometimes  it  did  not  Camden  mentions  an  in- 
stance of  a  knight  in  Cheshire,  each  of  whose  sons  took  different 
surnames,  whilst  their  sons,  in  turn,  also  took  different  nani'^ 
from  their  lathers.  They  altered  their  names,  he  says,  in  respect 
to  habitation,  to  Egerton,  Cotgrove,  and  Overton;  in  respect  to 
color,  to  Gough,  which  is  red ;  in  respect  to  learning,  to  Ken- 
Clarke,  (a  knowing  clerk  or  learned  man) ;  in  respect  to  qual- 
ity, to  Goodman  ;  in  respect  to  stature,  to  Richard  Little ;  and 
in  respect  to  the  christian  name  of  the  father  of  one  of  them,  to 
Richard  son,  though  all  were  descended  from  William  Bel  ward; 
and  the  gentlemen  of  Cheshire,  he  adds,  bearing  those  diifcrcnt 
family  names,  would  not  easily  believe  that  they  were  all  the 
descendants  of  one  man,  were  it  not  for  an  ancient  roll,  which 
Camden  saw.  Camden'sRemains,(ed.  of  1687),  p.l41.  And  Lord 
Coke  refers  to  the  Year  Books  to  show  that  a  man  may  have 
divers  names,  that  is^  surnames,  at  divers  times.  Coke  Litt.  8, 
a.  The  insufficiency  of  the  christian  name  to  distinguish  the 
particular  individual,  where  there  were  many  bearing  the  same 
name,  led  necessarily  to  the  giving  of  surnames ;  and  a  man  was 
distinguished,  in  addition  to  his  christian  name,  in  the  great 
majority  of  cases,  by  the  name  of  his  estate,  or  the  place  where 
he  was  born,  or  where  he  dwelt,  or  from  whence  he  had  come, 
as  in  the  name  Washington,  originally  Wessyngton,  which,  as 
its  component  parts  indicate,  means  a  person  dwelling  on  the 
meadow  land,  where  a  creek  runs  in  from  the  sea,  or  else  from 
his  calling,  as  John  the  smith,  or  William  the  tailor,  in  time 
abridged  to  John  Smith  and  William  Taylor.  And  as  the 
son  usually  followed  the  pursuit  of  the  father,  the  occupation  be- 
came the  family  surname,  or  the  son  was  distinguished  from  the 
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father  by  calling  him  Jobn's-son,  or  William's-soD,  which,  among 
the  Welsh,  was  abridged  to  5,  as  Edwards,  Johns  or  Jones, 
or  Peters,  which,  as  £uniliar  appellations,  passed  into  surnames. 
The  Normans  added  Fitz  to  the  father's  christian  name,  to  dis- 
tinguish the  son,  as  Fitz-herbert  or  Fitz-gerald.  And  among 
the  Celtic  inhabitants  of  Ireland  and  Scotland,  where  each  sep- 
arate clan  or  tribe  bore  a  surname,  to  denote  from  what  stock 
each  family  was  descended,  Mac  was  added  to  distinguish  the 
son,  and  O  to  distinguish  the  grandson ;  and  generallj,  where 
names  were  taken  from  a  place,  the  relation  of  the  individual 
to  tliat  place  was  indicated  by  a  word  put  before  the  name,  like 
the  Dutch  Van  or  French  De,  or  a  termination  added  at  the  end, 
which  additions  were  in  time  merged  into  and  formed  but  one 
word,  until,  from  these  various  prefixes  and  suffixes,  numerous 
names  were  formed  and  became  permanent  So,  as  suggested, 
something  in  the  appearance,  character,  or  history  of  the  indi- 
vidual gave  rise  to  the  surname,  such  as  his  color,  as  black  John, 
brown  John,  white  John,  afterwards  transposed  to  John  Brown, 
&c. ;  or  it  arose  from  his  bulk,  heighth,  or  strength,  as  Little, 
Long,  Hardy,  or  Strong ;  or  his  mental  or  moral  attributes,  as 
Good,  Wiley,  Gay,  Moody,  or  Wise;  or  his  qualities  were  poet- 
ically  personified  by  applying  to  him  the  name  of  some  animal, 
plant,  or  bird,  as  Fox  or  Wolf,  Rose  or  Thorn,  Martin  or  Swan; 
and  it  was  in  this  way  that  the  bulk  of  our  surnames,  that  are 
not  of  foreign  extraction,  originated  and  became  permanent. 
They  grew  into  general  use,  without  any  law  commanding  their 
adoption,  or  prescribing  any  course  or  mode  respecting  them ; 
for  I  know  of  but  one  instance  of  a  positive  statute  commanding 
the  taking  of  names  or  regulating  the  manner  of  selecting  them, 
and  that  was  limited  to  a  particular  locality.  In  the  fourth  year 
of  the  reign  of  Edward  IV.  an  act  was  passed  compelling  every 
Irislnnan  that  dwelt  within  the  English  pale,  to  take  an  English 
surname,  and  enacting  that  it  should  be  the  name  of  some  town, 
or  of  some  color,  as  black  or  brown,  or  of  some  art  or  occupation, 
or  of  souiv;  viiUu',  which  led  to  an  extensive  change  of  names  in 
that  part  of  Ireland,  aa  a  non-compliance  was  attended  with  a 
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forfeiture  of  goods.    But,  though  for  several  centuries  the  prac- 
tice of  giving  or  assuming  surnames  was  general,  it  extended 
little  farther  than  the  particular  individual  of  which  it  was  the 
designation  or  mark.     His  descendants  adopted  it  or  not,  at 
pleasure,  or  he  assumed  a  new  name  himself,  or  others  conferred 
upon  him  some  characteristic  appellation,  which  adhered  to  him 
and  his  descendants.    This  fluctuation  and  change,  however,  was 
materially  arrested  by  a  statute,  passed  1  Henry  V.,  c.  8,  called 
the  Statute  of  Additions,  which  required  not  only  the  name  of 
the  individual  to  be  inserted  in  every  writ  or  indictment,  but, 
in  addition,  his  calling,  his  estate  or  degree,  and  the  town,  ham- 
let, or  place  to  which  he  belonged.     And  in  the  reign  of  Henry 
VIII.,  Cromwell,  the  secretary  of  the  king,  established  a  regula 
tion,  by  which  a  record  was  required  to  be  kept  in  every  parish 
of  births,  marriages  and  deaths;  a  regulation  which,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  previous  act,  operated  to  check  the  caprice  of  in- 
dividuals in  the  matter  of  their  names,  and  to  fix  them  as  durable 
appellations,  for  every  man's  name  thereafter  became  a  matter  of 
record  at  his  birth,  his  marriage,  and  at  his  death ;  and  luis  re 
cording  of  such  events  in  every  family,  led  to  the  use  of  one 
name  to  designate  the  members  of  one  family,  which  the  record 
served  to  perpetuate ;  transmitting  it  from  father  to  son,  until  the 
practice  became  general  for  all  descendants  to  bear,  and  become 
known  by,  the  name  of  a  common  ancestor.    But  this  was  the 
work  of  several  centuries,  and  even  at  the  present  day,  in  ix;motc 
and  sparsely  settled  districts  of  England  and  Wales,  the  practice 
is  not  entirely  extinct  of  assuming  and  changing  surnames.    AH 
this,  it  will  be  seen,  was  brought  about  without  any  positive  pro- 
vision of  law,  other  than  those  that  have  been  referred  to.    By 
X  usnge,  sufficiently  general  to  be  called  universal,  the  son  now 
bears  the  name  of  the  father,  and  in  turn  transmits  it  to  his  own 
male  descendants.    Surnames,  from  their  infinite  variety,  have 
now  become  a  more  certain  mark  of  identity  than  the  first  name, 
for  the  whole  number  of  christian  or  first  names  now  commonly 
in  use  do  no  not  exceed  six  hundred,  while  the  directory  uf  A  in 
citv  exhibits  no  less  than  twenty  thousand  varieties  of  surnames. 
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place  where  he  is  unknown ;  for  as  long  as  he  continues  to  abide 
where  he  is  known,  people  will  continue  to  call  him  him  by  the 
name  to  which  they  are  accustomed. 

It  is  this  diflSculty,  I  apprehend,  mainly,  that  led  to  the  prac- 
tice of  applying  for  the  king's  license,  or  the  passage  of  a  statute, 
in  cases  where  the  taking  of  a  new  name  had  become  necessary 
in  consequence  of  the  devise  of  an  estate  upon  that  condition,  tm 
nil  persons  will  conform  to  what  is  decreed  or  enjoined  by  the 
sovereign  authority  of  the  state.    Lord  Mansfield  seems  to 
have  thought,  in  OulUver  v.  Ashhy^  (4  Bur.  1940),  that  the  king?s 
license,  or  an  act  of  parliament,  was  essential  to  entitle  a  man  to 
assume  another  name ;  but  in  later  cases  the  right  of  an  indi- 
vidual to  take  another  name,  without  the  king's  license  or  an  act 
of  parliament,  has  been  distinctly  recognized ;  and  the  validity 
of  acts  done  in  the  adopted  name  have  been  sustained  even 
where  they  imposed  a  charge  upon  the  public.    In  The  King  v. 
The  Inhahitanis  of  BUUnghurstj  (3  Maule  &  Sel.  250),  the  ques- 
tion was,  whether  a  pauper,  whose  baptismal  and  surname  was 
Abraham  Langley,  and  who,  by  that  name,  had  a  legal  settle- 
ment in  Billingburst,  could,  with  his  wife  and  family,  be  charged 
upon  that  parish.     He  was  married  in  another  parish  by  the 
name  of  George  Smith,  and  had  been  known  in  that  parish  for 
three  years  before  his  marriage  by  that  name.     The  wife  and 
children  had  no  settlement  in  Billinghurst,  unless  they  had  ac- 
quired one  by  the  marriage,  and  the  point  involved  was  the 
validity  of  the  pauper's  marriage  by  the  name  of  George  Smith ; 
the  marriage  act  of  26  Gea  II,  c.  83,  rendering  it  essential  to  the 
validity  of  a  marriage  that  there  should  be  a  publication  before- 
hand of  the  *^true  christian  and  surnames"  of  the  parties.     It 
was  insisted  that  this  had  not  been  done — that  the  marriage  was, 
therefore,  void,  and  that  the  wife  and  children  were  not  charge- 
able apon  the  parish  of  Billinghurst;  but  the  court  held  that  the 
publication  of  the  banns  by  the  name  of  George  Smith — that 
being  the  name  which  the  pauper  had  gained  by  reputation,  and 
Dj  which  he  was  known  at  the  time  in  the  parish  where  he  was 
oarried — was  a  publication  of  the  true  name  within  the  meaning 
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of  the  act.  In  a  note  at  the  end  of  this  case,  several  decisions  of 
Lord  Stowell,  in  the  Consistory  Courts  are  collected.  In  one 
of  them  {Frankland  v.  Nicholson)  Ann  Nicholson  was  married 
and  the  banns  published  by  the  name  of  Ann  Ross.  Sir  WiL 
LiAM  SooTT,  in  reply  to  the  argument  that  the  proper  christian 
and  surname  of  a  party  could  not  be  altered  except  by  the  king's 
license  or  an  act  of  the  legislature,  said,  that  there  might  be  cases 
where  names,  acquired  by  general  use  and  habit,  would  be  taken 
as  the  true  christian  and  surname  of  a  party,  but  as  there  was 
not  sufficient  evidence  in  the  case  before  Him  to  show  that  the 
woman  had  ever  been  known  by  the  name  of  Boas,  he  annulled 
the  marriage.  In  another  case  before  him,  {Mdyhew  v.  Mayhew\ 
which  was  a  proceeding  for  a  divorce  upon  the  ground  of  adul- 
tery, the  woman  set  up  that  she  had  never  been  l^ally  married, 
having  been  described  in  the  publication  of  the  baons  as  Sarah 
Kelso,  when  her  real  name  was  Sarah  White.  It  was  shown,  id 
reply,  that  she  had  gone  by  several  different  names,  but  was 
generally  known  by  the  name  of  Kelso  before  the  marriage,  and 
upon  this  evidence  he  held  the  marriage  to  be  valid. 

Doe  V.  Yates  (6  Bam.  k  Aid.  644,)  is  a  case  still  more  dis- 
tinctly in  point  An  estate  was  devised  upon  condition  that  the 
devisee  should  take  the  surname  of  the  testator.  The  will  pro- 
vided that,  within  three  years  after  the  devisee  arrived  at  the 
age  of  twenty-one,  he  should  procure  his  name  to  be  altered  to 
the  testator's  name  of  Luscombe,  by  act  of  parliament  or  in  some 
other  effectual  way.  The  devisee,  before  he  was  of  age  and  be- 
fore he  entered  upon  or  was  let  into  the  possession  of  the  estate, 
took  the  name  of  Luscombe,  which  name  he  continued  thereafter 
to  bear.  At  twenty-one  he  took  possession  of  the  estate,  hot 
suffered  the  three  years  to  go  by,  without  applying  for  the  king's 
license  or  an  act  of  parliament,  to  entitle  him  to  use  the  name  ot 
Luscombe,  and  he  continued  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  estate  for  eight 
years  thereafter,  when  he  conveyed  it  to  the  defendants.  It  was 
insisted  that  he  had  forfeited  the  estate  by  having  £uled  to  comply 
with  the  testator's  directions  witliin  the  three  years  after  he  reached 
twenty -one,  in  not  obtaining  or  applying  for  the  king^s  license,  or 
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on  act  of  parliament  authorizing  him  to  take  the  name  of  Luscombe. 
But  the  court  gave  judgment  for  the  defendants,  holding  that  the 
devisee  had  sufficiently  taken  the  testator's  name,  and  that  it  was 
not  necessary  for  him  to  apply  for  an  act  of  parliament  or  for 
the  king's  license.  "  A  name,"  said  Chief  Justice  Abbott,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  "  assumed  by  the  volun- 
tary act  of  a  young  man  at  his  outset  into  life,  adopted  by  all 
who  knew  him,  and  by  which  he  is  constantly  called,  becomes, 
for  all  purposes  that  occur  to  my  mind,  as  much  and  effectually 
his  name  as  if  he  had  obtained  an  act  of  parliament  to  confer  it 
upon  him;"  and  there  are  numerous  cases,  both  in  this  country 
and  in  England,  holding  that  where  a  man  enters  into  a  con- 
tract or  does  any  act  in  a  particular  name,  that  he  may  be  sued 
by  the  name  that  he  used,  whatever  his  true  name  may  be,  and 
generally  that  wherever  a  man  has  done  an  act  in  a  particular 
name,  or  where  he  makes  a  grant,  that  it  may  always  be  shown 
in  support  of  the  validity  of  the  act,  that  he  was  known  by  that 
name  at  and  about  the  time  when  the  act  was  done,  though  he 
may  have  been  baptized  or  previously  known  by  a  different 
name.  All  that  the  law  looks  to  is  the  identity  of  the  individuali 
and  when  that  is  clearly  established  the  act  will  be  binding  upon 
him  and  upon  others.  Walerbury  v.  Mather,  16  "Wend.  611 ; 
Oriswold  V.  Sedgwick^  6  Cow.  456 ;  Jmxes^  Estate,  27  Penn.  836 ; 
Pretiyman  v.  Wales,  4  Harring.  299 ;  Toole  v.  Peterson^  9  Ired. 
180;  Selman  v.  Shackelforde,  17  Geo.  615  ;  WMiams  v.  Bryant^ 
5  Mees.  k  Wels.  447 ;  Finch  v.  Oocken,  ^  Tyrw.  774 ;  Attorney- 
Oeneral  v.  Haivkes,  1  Cro.  &  Jer.  120 ;  The  Queen  v.  Avery,  18 
A.  &  EULs  (N.  S.)  576 ;  Comyn's  Digest,  Fait  E.  3. 

I  have  gone  into  the  examination  of  this  question  so  minutely 
because  it  has  never,  so  &r  as  I  am  aware  o^  been  previously 
investigated;  and  into  the  origin  of  the  usage  that  now  prevails 
in  respect  to  names,  because  the  works  commonly  referred  to  on 
matters  of  general  knowledge  arc  exceedingly  barren  of  infor- 
mation upon  the  subject  of  personal  nomenclature.  The  result 
of  this  examination  shows,  I  think,  there  is  nothing  in  the  law 
to  prevent  the  petitioner  &om  cotitinning  to  call  himself  l^ohn 
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Pike.  If,  as  stated  in  tlie  petition,  he  adopted  it  some  years  ago, 
engaged  in  business  bj  that  name,  and  is  known  among  his  busi- 
ness acquaintances  and  customers  bj  that  designation,  there  is  no 
reason  why  he  should  not  continue  to  use  it  Any  contract  or 
obligation  he  may  enter  into,  or  which  oiliers  may  epter  into  with 
him  by  that  name,  or  any  grant  or  devise  he  may  hereafter  make 
by  it,  would  be  valid  and  binding ;  for,  as  an  acquired  and  known 
designation,  it  has  become  as  efiectually  his  name  aa  the  one 
which  he  previously  bore.  I  have  no  be8itation»  therefoiei  in 
saying  that  I  think  he  may  lawfully  use  it  hereafter,  in  all  trao» 
actions,  as  his  name  or  designation* 
Application  refused.* 


^  By  an  act  of  the  leg^idatare  passed  Mandi  11, 1860,  (mo  htemB,  pi  lUX  Ai 
power  of  the  oourt  waa  very  materially  enlarged  in  respect  to  permitting  a  peno« 
to  anome  another  name;  by  amending  g  3  of  the  act  of  1847  (see  Laws  1841 
oh.  464)  so  aa  to  read  as  follows: 

**  If  the  oourt  to  whom  sudi  application  shall  bo  made^  shall  bo  aafeiafied  bj  snol 
petition,  so  vorilied,  or  by  affidaviis  presented,  that  there  ia  no  roaaonable  oligaoliDi 
that  s^ch  person  should  assume  another  name,  such  oonic  shall  make  an  ofdar  an 
thorizing  such  applicant  to  assume  such  other  name  from  and  after  some  time^  nol 
less  than  thirty  days^  to  be  specified  in  such  order.  It  shaU  bo  the  duty  of  tht 
oouoty  dorks  of  the  soreral  counties  of  this  state,  ezeept  the  oKy  and  eoonly  ol 
New  York,  and  of  the  clerk  of  the  Court  of  Common  Plaaa  Aw  Iho  dtj  and  mvktf 
of  New  York,  annually,  in  the  month  of  Deoember,  to  make  a  return  to  the  office 
of  the  secretary  of  state,  of  all  changes  of  names  of  persons  made  under  and  by  w 
tue  of  this  act;  and  the  names  of  sneh  persons  before  and  after  such  changes^  as 
the  same  shall  appear  in  such  retons^  shall  bo  poUiihad  la  tabolar  fbfm  witii  thi 
:  on  laws  of  each  year." 
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William  B.  Telfek,  claimant,  v.  Henry  Kierstead  and 

Amelia  Kierstead,  owners. 

The  primary  object  of  the  Mechanics*  lien  Law  ia  to  create^  in  (iivor  of  the  auV 
cootractor,  laborer,  and  material  man,  a  lien  upon  the  Aind  in  the  hands  of  tbt 
ow'ner,  due  or  owing  to  the  contractor,  aod  as  to  that  Aind  to  create  a  lien  having 
priority  over  evory  general  creditor  of  the  contractor. 

The  death  of  the  contractor  after  the  completion  of  the  work,  does  not  deprire  a 
sub-contractor,  laborer,  or  material  man,  of  the  right  to  thereafter  file  a  notice 
of  claim,  ond  acquire  a  lien  for  labor  or  materials  fbmished  on  the  employ- 
ment or  request  of  the  contractor. 

The  only  condition  imposed  by  the  Liw  upon  the  right  to  a  lien  under  it,  i% 
that  the  notice  of  claim  therein  prescribed  shall  be  died  and  serred  within  six 
months  after  the  work  has  been  perfbrmed  or  the  materials  furnished 

At  Speoal  Term,  Dtcember  14,  1859. 

Demurrer  to  a  complaint.  The  action  was  brought  to  fore* 
close  a  mechanic's  lien  acquired  by  the  plaintiff  upon  premises 
in  Fifty-fourth  street,  in  this  city.  The  complaint  alleged,  among 
other  necessary  averments,  that  William  Dennison  entered  inta 
a  contract  with  the  defendants,  by  which  he  was  to  erect  for 
them  a  building  upon  the  premises  in  question ;  that,  under  ani 
employment  by  Dennison,  the  plaintiff  did  the  plastering  work,, 
for  which  it  was  agreed  he  was  to  receive  $400.  That  Dennison. 
completed  the  building,  and  after  such  completion,  but  before- 
the  plaintiff  file«l  his  notice  claiming  a  lien,  Dennison  died  intes- 
tate, and  his  wife  has  since  administered  upon  his  eflbcta.  Judg^ 
ment  was  demanded  for  the  amount  claimed. 

The  defendants  demurred  upon  the  ground  that  the  complaint 
did  not  show  facts  suflicient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

llie  only  question  presented,  was  whether  the  death  of  the* 
original  contractor  deprived  the  plaintiff  of  his  right  thereafter- 
to  acqaire  a  lien,  under  the  Mechanics'  Lien  Law,  for  the  mate- 
rials and  labor  famished  by  him  towards  the  erection  of  the 
building. 
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Henry  Z>.  Van  Orden^  for  the  defendanta 
D.  &  T.  McMahon,  for  the  plaintiC 

Brady,  J. — ^William  Denniaon  agreed  with  the  defendants, 
the  owners  of  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint,  to  erect 
a  building  thereon,  and  the  plaintiff  contracted  with  Dennison 
to  do  certain  work  and  famish  certain  materials  towards  such 
•erection,  and  in  conformity  with  the  contract  between  defendants 
4ind  Dennison.  The  plaintiff  performed  his  agreement^  and  Den- 
nison completed  his  contract,  but  died  intestate  before  the  plain- 
tiff's lien  was  filed.  The  plaintiff's  labor  was  performed,  and 
the  materials  furnished,  however,  within  six  months  prior  to  the 
filing  of  the  lien.  The  defendants  demur  and  insist  that  the 
Lien  Law  is  a  special  statute,  to  be  strictly  construed ;  that  it  con- 
templates the  existence  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  that  the 
death  of  the  contractor  in  effect  repeals  or  abrogates  the  statute, 
and  deprives  the  laborer  or  material  man  of  his  lien.  That 
upon  the  death  of  the  contractor  his  assets  pass  to  the  executor 
•or  administrator,  and  that  the  intervention  of  the  lien  cannot 
•deprive  his  legal  representatives  of  their  power  over  his  estate. 
The  answer  to  this  argument  is,  that  the  primary  object  of  the 
legislature  was  to  create,  in  favor  of  the  laborer  and  materia] 
man,  a  lien  upon  the  fund  in  the  owners'  hands,  due  to  the  con- 
tractor, and  as  to  that  fund  to  give  him  priority  over  every  gen- 
eral creditor  of  the  contractor,  imposing  only,  as  a  condition,  that 
within  the  time  prescribed  therefor  he  should  file  and  serve  the 
notice  required  by  the  statute.  That  condition  has  been  per- 
formed, and  the  plaintiff's  right  thereupon  became  absolute. 
The  contractor  having  finished  the  building,  there  was  a  balanco 
due  to  him,  which  was  subject  to  the  plaintiff's  inchoate  right, 
and  that  right  could  be  defeated  only  by  the  payment  to  the 
•contractor  of  the  balance,  prior  to  notice  of  the  lien.  For  these 
reasons  I  think  the  demurrer  not  well  interposed,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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Jacob  S.  Brown  and  another,  claimants,  v.  Reuben  R. 
Wood,  contractor,  and  Owen  O'Connor,  owner. 

In  a  proceeding  to  enforce  a  mecliaoic's  lien,  the  service  of  the  notice  to  appear 
and  submit  to  an  aoooantiDg,  is  in  effect  the  commencement  of  a  suit,  and 
whetiier  the  owner  appears  or  not  on  the  day  specified,  the  proceediogs  there- 
after are  as  in  an  action. 

The  service  of  a  defective  bill  of  particulars  constitutes  no  ground  for  dismissing 
the  proceeding. 

If  the  bill  served  is  not  sufficiently  specific,  the  defendant  may,  before  answering,  re- 
quire a  further  and  more  particular  bill,  under  §  168  of  the  Code. 

At  Special  Term,  December  28, 1859, 

Prooeediugs  to  foreclose  a  niecbanic's  lien.  The  claimant 
served  upon  the  owner  a  notice  in  proper  form,  requiring  him 
to  appear  in  this  court  on  this  day,  and  submit  to  nn  accounting 
and  settlement  of  the  amount  claimed  to  be  due  to  the  contractor. 
Attached  to  the  notice  was  a  bill  of  particulars  of  \vork  and 
materials  furnished  towards  the  erection  of  a  building  owned  by 
the  defendant,  ''situate  in  the  fourth  ward,  in  th^  city  of  New 
York,  on  the  west  side  of  New  Bowery,  between  James  and 
Eoosevelt  streets."    The  bill  was  in  the  form  following : 

"  Mr.  Reuben  R  Wood,  contractor,  and 
Owen  O'Connor,  owner, 

To 
Brown  &  Macomber,  Dr. 

1859.  To  work  done  and  performed,  and  materials 

furnished  in  flagging,  &c.        -        -        •      $92." 

On  the  day  specified  in  the  notice,  counsel  for  the  respective 
parties  appeared,  and  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  it  was  asked 
that  the  proceedings  be  dismissed,  upon  the  ground  that  the  bill 
of  particulars  was  indefinite  and  insufficient,  and  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  and  requirements  of  the  Mechanics' 
Lien  Law. 
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John  IL  ifcCanriy  for  the  daimanU 

Charles  W.  KUne^  for  the  owner  and  oontracior. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — The  service  of  the  notice  is  in  effect  the 
commencemeni  of  a  suit ;  for  whether  the  owner  appears  or  not 
upon  the  day  named  in  the  notice,  the  proceedings  are  conducted 
thereafler,  and  judgment  entered  up,  as  in  an  action.  Reynoids 
V.  Ilamil,  1  Code  R.  (N.  S.)  231 ;  Smith  v.  Manice,  id.  230.  The 
bill  of  particulars  may  be  served  at  any  time  within  fifteen  days 
after  service  of  the  notice.  The  atatute  doea  not  declare  what 
it  shall  contain,  further  than  diat  it  is  to  be  a  bill  of  particulars 
of  the  amount  claimed.  The  bill  served  in  this  case,  taken  in 
connection  with  the  notice,  is  specific  as  to  the  amount  claimed, 
and  that  it  is  claimed  for  flagging  and  furnishing  the  Uoe  stone 
used  in  and  about  the  building  described  in  the  notice  as  the  one 
upon  which  a  lien  has  been  effected.  If  the  ImU  is  not  as  i^)eoific 
or  particular  as  would  be  required  in  an  ordinary  action,  that  is 
no  ground  for  setting  aside  the  proceeding,  aa,  afk;er  the  com- 
plaint is  served,  the  defendants,  before  answering,  may,  under 
section  168  of  the  Code,  require  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  a  furth^rr 
and  more  particular  bill. 

denied. 


Esther  Leopold,  by  heb  next  fbiend  Hetman  Leopold  v. 

MORBIS  Mtebs. 

The  ooort  will  order  the  ezpeoMt  of  a  gVArdisa  mi  Ukrnk^  or  iMzt  fHeod,  of  an  in- 

fimt  pkhitiflE;  paid orineiirred  in  prooooutiaganactioo,  lobe ninlmraad  to bimoat 

of  tlie  amoQDt  reoovered. 
But  this  power  will  not  be  exercised  after  the  moDeja  hare  been  paid  orer  to  the 

iii&nt  or  1)18  geooral  guardian. 
il  9eenia  that  the  iippointinent,  ae  guardian  mi  Vkm  or  noKt  friend  tmf  an  iBfloC 

pliiiitilf,  cannot  be  forcod  upon  a  person  against  his  consent 
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The  ohfect  of  the  ftppoiDtment  iM,  that  there  inaj  be  a  respoDsible  peraon  before  the 

court,  acGoantable  for  the  ooita  of  the  defendant  in  the  action, 
lie  is  not  regarded  aa  a  portj  to  the  suit|  hia  datj  being  merel/  to  proeeoute  for  the 

ibiaut'a  rigbta ;  but  be  oaunot  be  compelled  to  inotir  any  ezpenae  in  the  proeecu- 

Uou. 
He  canuot  compromJae  or  aettle  the  iidl^  nor  ii  pajment  to  him  a  legal  ■atitfcotion 

of  ihe  claim ;  and  Us  datj  enda  when  the  oaaa  haa  been  proaeooted  to  final 

judgmenu 

At  Special  Terii,  Januafy  11,  1860. 

Motion  by  the  tkext  friend  of  the  infimt  pi.jnliil  *v.  co:l»jh1  tho 
attorney,  who  was  employed  to  prosecate  the  action,  to  pay  the 
amount  expended  and  incurred  by  the  next  friend  in  such  prose- 
cution. The  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach 
of  promise  of  marriage.  It  appeared  that  the  attorney  who 
brought  the  action  had  been  employed  by  the  next  friend  for  the 
purpose ;  that  during  its  progress  the  next  friend  had  paid  and 
incurred  considerable  expense  in  respect  to  it,  and  $2,600  had 
been  recovered.  ^I'he  money  had  been  paid  into  the  hands  of 
the  attorney,  and  he  had  paid  it  over  to  the  general  guardian  of 
the  infant,  with  knowledge  that  the  next  friend  had  not  been  re- 
imbursed the  moneys  he  had  so  expended, 

C.  Bainhridge  Smithy  for  the  motion. 

Samuel  Williams,  opposed. 

HiiiTON,  J. — A  prochein  ami,  or  guardian  ad  Utem,  for  an  infant 
party  to  an  action,  is  a  species  of  attorney,  whose  duty  it  is  to 
prosecute  for  the  infant's  rights,  and  to  bring  those  rights  di- 
rectly under  the  notice  of  the  courts  {Knickerbocker  v.  De  Freest^ 
2  Paige,  804) ;  but  he  can  do  nothing  to  the  injury  of  the  infant, 
and  therefore  cannot  compromise  or  settle  his  suit,  (iftZet  v.  Kaig* 
ler,  10  Yerger's  Tenn.  R 10),  and  a  payment  to  him  is  not  a  legal 
satisfaction,  unless  ratified  by  the  infant  on  obtaining  his  ma- 
jority. AUeav.  limndb-ee,  1  Speer's  (S.  C.)  R,  80.  He  is  not 
regarded,  for  any  purpose,  as  a  party  to  the  suit,  and  his  duty 
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ends  when  it  is  prosecuted  to  final  judgment ;  {Brmvn  y.  HSlf  16 
Verm.  673  ;  Isaacs  r.  Boyd,  5  Porter's  Ala.  R  888) ;  and  in  The 
People  V.  N.  Y.  Com.  Pleas,  (11  Wend.  166),  it  was  held  that  the 
only  reason  for  his  appointment  was,  that  there  might  be  a  re- 
sponsible person  accountable  for  the  costs  of  the  action. 

In  early  times  the  custom  was  to  appoint  officers  of  the  court, 
but,  as  was  said  by  Ch.  J.  Willes  in  Slaughter  v.  TalboO,  (Willes' 
B.  190),  the  practice  was  altered,  for  the  reason  that  the  court 
would  not  subject  its  officers  to  this  liability  for  costs ;  and  in 
awarding  the  attachment  there  ordered  against  the  next  friend 
for  the  costs  of  the  suit,  it  was  remarked  by  Mr.  J.  Fortesque 
Aland^  that  "the  proehein  amis  may  have  satis&ction  over 
against  the  infants,  and  generally  they  take  security." 

The  same  liability  still  exists,  and  it  is  enforced  in  the  same 
manner.     (Code,  §§  115,  816.) 

The  appointment  as  guardian,  or  next  friend,  for  an  infant 
plaintiff,  cannot  be  forced  upon  any  person  against  his  consent, 
nor  can  he,  after  his  appointment,  be  compelled  to  incur,  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  suit,  any  liability  other  than  for  the  cosks  of 
(be  adversary,  if  the  infant  fails  in  his  action,  and  for  which  ho 
has  his  remedy  against  the  infant's  estate  by  a  proper  proceed- 
ing ;  and  he  is  not  permitted  to  receive  any  property  of  the  in- 
fixnt  until  he  has  given  sufficient  security,  approved  by  a  judge 
of  the  court,  to  account  for  and  apply  the  same  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  court,  (Code,  §  420),  except  such  costs  and  expenses 
as  may  be  allowed  to  him  by  the  court  out  of  the  moneys  recov- 
ered by  the  infant  in  the  suit.    (Rule  62.) 

It  appears,  in  this  case,  that  the  infant  plaintiff  recovered  a 
judgment  in  her  favor  for  over  $8,000,  and  married  during  the 
pendency  of  the  action.  At  its  commencement,  the  defendant 
was  arrested,  and,  in  lieu  of  bail,  deposited  with  the  derk  of  the 
oourt  $2,500,  which,  after  the  judgment,  was,  by  the  order  of  the 
court,  paid  over  to  her  attorney.  While  it  was  in  his  liand%  she 
and  her  husband — who,  it  appears,  had  been  appointed  general 
guardian  of  her  person  and  estate  bv  the  surrogate — joined  in  a  no- 
tice to  the  attorney,  forbidding  payment  of  the  money  to  any  per 
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son  other  than  such  husband  and  guardian  ;  and  the  money  was 
subsequently  paid,  and  the  attorney  discharged  from  all  clfidm  in 
respect  to  it,  by  a  receipt  in  full,  signed  by  the  guardian  and  the 
iufant  plaintiff 

Subsequent  to  this  payment  being  made,  the  next  &iend  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  suit,  notified  the  attorney  not  to  pay  over  the 
money,  as  he  had  a  claim  upon  it  for  the  expenses  and  disburse- 
ments made  by  him  as  guardian,  or  next  friend,  in  the  action ; 
and  I  am  asked  to  enforce  this  claim,  by  an  order  directing  its 
payment  by  the  attorney,  and,  in  case  of  refusal,  to  compel 
obedience  by  attachment 

If  it  was  admitted  that  any  part  of  the  money  recovered  re- 
mained in  the  hands  of  the  attorney,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of 
the  power,  under  the  rule  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  upon 
general  principles  applicable  to  such  cases,  to  allow  the  guardian 
out  of  the  fund  a  sum  sufficient  to  reimburse  him  for  his  costs 
and  expenses  in  the  action,  when  the  amount  expended  should 
be  ascertained ;  and,  in  such  a  case,  after  the  allowance  should  be 
made,  and  the  attorney  had  notice  of  it,  any  payment  thereafter 
by  him  to  the  prejudice  of  the  guardian,  would  probably  be  at 
the  attorney's  risk  and  peril ;  but  I  can  perceive  no  propriety  in 
making  the  order  here  asked  for,  after  the  fund  has  passed  from 
the  custody  and  control  of  the  court,  and  has  been  paid  by  the 
attorney  to  the  only  person  appearing  aiithorized  to  receive  the 
same,  prior  to  any  allowance  of  tbe  kind  referred  to  being  made 
by  the  court,  and  before  the  attorney  had  notice  of  the  guardian's 
intention  to  lay  claim  to  any  part  of  the  fund. 

As  I  before  remarked,  the  guardian  here  was  under  no  obliga* 
tion  *jo  make  advances  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit,  and,  as  he  vol- 
unteered to  make  them,  he  should  have  seen  to  having  his  appli- 
cation for  reimbursement  made  while  the  fund  remained  in  the 
cusuxly  of  the  court.  Had  he  applied  in  time,  a  proper  allow- 
ance would  have  been  granted  to  cover  his  expenses ;  but  he  has 
seen  fit  to  wait  until  the  money  has  passed  from  under  our  con- 
trol, and  we  can  afford  him  no  relief  in  the  way  he  suggests,  but 
must  leave  him  to  such  remedy  as  he  may  have  by  an  ordinary 
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action,  or  by  a  prooeeding  against  the  moneys  in  the  hands  of 
the  husband  and  guardian. 

Motion  denied. 


Louis  H.  PiGNoucT  V.  Jules  Dayeau. 

A  lammoiii  ia  irregolar  which,  at  the  time  of  •ervioe,  is  unaooompftmed  bf  a  oom- 
plaint,  and  do«fl  not  state  where  the  complaint  ia  or  will  be  filed. 

When  a  defendant  haa  appeared  in  the  aetioD,  a  notice  of  discootiniianoe  ia  inop^ 
rativei  ULleaa  accompanied  bj  payment  of  coet& 

At  Special  Teuk,  March  26,  1860. 

Motion  to  set  aside  a  summons.  It  appeared  that  the  sum- 
mons served  upon  the  defendant  was  in  the  ordinary  form  for  a 
money  demand  on  contract,  and  required  the  defendant  "to 
answer  the  complaint  in  this  action,  a  copy  of  which  is  herewith 
served  upon  you,"  &c,  or  if  he  failed  to  answer,  the  plaintifl 
would  take  judgment  for  an  amount  specified,  with  interest  No 
complaint  having  been  served  with  the  summons,  the  defendant's 
attorney  addressed  to  the  plaintiff  the  following  notice  or  letter: 

N.  Y.  Common  Plkas.— P^oto  v.  Daveau. 

New  York,  Oct  18, 1859. 
Sir — The  summons,  as  served  upon  defendant  in  above  cause, 
is  irregular.  I  presume  you  intended  to  serve  a  summons  in 
accordance  with  section  180  of  the  Code,  as  you  served  no  com- 
plaint at  the  time  you  served  the  summons.  I  do  not  desire, 
however,  to  take  advantage  of  your  error,  but,  as  the  defendant's 
attorney,  will  accept  service  of  a  complaint  now.  You  must, 
however,  serve  a  copy  complaint  forthwith  on  me,  at  my  officei 
167  Broadway,  N.  Y.     Yours,  Ac., 

Henrt  H.  Mobanqb,  DeflB  Aity. 
To  Louis  H.  PiONOLKT,  Esq.,  Plff.  in  person. 

On  the  20th  October  the  plaintiff  sent  to  Mr.  Morange  and  re- 
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quested  him  to  sign  a  written  demand  that  a  copy  of  the  com" 
plaint  shonld  be  served  upon  him,  as  the  attorney  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  also  a  formal  notice  of  retainer  and  appearance,  saying, 
if  he  would  do  so,  that  a  copy  of  the  complaint  then  produced 
would  be  served  upon  him.  On  this  being  refused,  he  was  told 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  consider  the  letter  of  the  18th  a  suffi- 
cient retainer  or  appearance,  and  thereupon  he  was  served  with 
the  following  notice : 

Sir — ^You  will  please  disregard  the  summons  served  on  Jules 
Daveau,  on  the  18th  of  October,  at  my  suit,  and  return  the  said 
summons  to  me.  Louis  H.  Pigkolet. 

Dated  October  20,  1859. 

The  defendant,  under  these  circumstances,  moved  to  set  aside 
the  summons  for  irregularity. 

Henry  H.  Morangt^  for  the  motion. 

WiUiam  F.  Howt^  opposed. 

Dalt,  First  Judge. — The  summons  was  irregular.  It  was  not 
accompanied  by  the  service  of  a  copy  of  the  complaint,  and  did 
not  state  that  the  complaint  was,  or  when  it  would  be,  filed. 
The  letter  of  Morange  was  a  notice  of  appearance.  Baxter  v. 
Arnold^  9  How.  445 ;  Quick  v.  JferrUl,  8  Cai.  183.  It  was  signed 
by  him  as  the  defendant's  attorney,  and  informed  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  that  he,  Morange,  would  waive  the  irregularity  in  the 
summons,  and  accept,  as  the  defendant's  attorney,  the  service  of 
a  copy  of  the  complaint  The  proper  course  for  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  then,  was  to  serve  a  copy  of  the  complaint  upon 
Morange,  and  upon  such  service  being  made,  the  defendant 
would  have  been  precluded  from  taking  any  advantage  of  the 
defect  in  the  summons.  This  the  plaintiff's  attorney  did  not  do, 
but  offered  to  serve  a  copy  of  the  complaint  upon  Morange  if  ho 
would  sign  a  formal  notice  of  retnin(»r  by  and  appearance  for  tlie 
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defendant,  together  with  a  written  demand  that  a  copy  of  the 
complaint  should  be  served  upon  him,  as  the  defendant's  attor- 
ney. This  Morange  refused  to  do ;  and  certainly  this  one  fo^ 
mality  was  unnecessary,  as  Morange  had  already  given  notice  of 
appearance,  and  demanded,  in  writing,  a  copy  of  the  complaint 
Upon  this  refusal  the  plaintifTs  attorney  served  a  notice  upon 
Morange,  requiring  him  to  disregard  the  summons  served  upon 
the  defendant.  This  was,  in  effect,  a  notioe  of  the  discontinue 
ancc  of  the  suit,  which  was  inoperative  without  the  payment  of 
costs,  as  the  defendant  had  appeared  by  attorney.  McKenster  v. 
Van  Zandt^  1  Wend.  13.  The  defendant's  attorney  now  moves 
to  set  the  summons  aside  for  the  irregularity. 
Motion  granted,  with  costs. 


James  G.  Martin  v,  G'vObqe  Shbridait. 

The  personal  earnings  of  a  debtor  are  exempted  hj  law  ihmi  being  applied  in  pajr- 
ment  of  a  judgment  against  him,  when  it  is  made  to  appear  that  tbej  are  nece^ 
Miry  for  the  use  of  a  family  supported  wholly  or  partly  by  bis  labor. 

On  supplementary  proceedings  it  was  shown  that  there  was  money  duo  to  the  de* 
fendant  for  his  personal  services  within  sixty  days  previoas ;  that  his  wift  sup- 
ported his  family  by  keeping  a  boarding  hoase,  and  althongb  he  testified  that  hii 
family  was  dependent  upon  him,  yet  it  did  not  appear  that  be  ocmtributed  in  ai^ 
way  to  its  support    Ildd^  that  his  earnings  were  not  exeiiq>t 

At  Chambers,  Mardi  27,  1860. 

On  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution  against  the  de- 
fendant, it  appeared  from  his  examination  that  he  was  a  cartman, 
and  that  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York  was  indebted 
to  him  for  his  personal  services,  as  cartman,  within  the  previous 
sixty  days,  an  amount  more  than  suflScient  to  pay  the  judgment 
It  was  also  disclosed  that  he  had  a  family  consisting  of  a  wife 
and  an  uui^puivl  Jaugljlcr,  both  engaged  in  supporting  themselves 
by  keeping  a  boarding  house,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  he  con- 
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tributed  to  their  support  in  any  way,  although  in  his  affidavit 
used  on  the  application  he  stated  that  his  family  were  dependent 
upon  him.  The  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  amount  due  to  the 
defendant  for  his  services  were  not,  under  the  circumstances, 
exempt  from  being  applied  in  payment  of  the  debt,  and  asked 
for  an  order  directing  its  application  in  extinguishment  of  the 
judgment 

Avhfy  C.  TTtbon,  for  the  motion. 

J,  Lewis  Peters,  opposed. 

HiLTOK,  J. — It  appears  that  the  defendant  has  a  wife  and  an 
adopted  daughter,  who  are  engaged  in  keeping  a  boarding  house ; 
and  he  is  a  cartman,  using  his  horse  and  cart  in  the  employ  of 
the  corporation.  From  such  employment  there  is  now  due  him 
for  his  earnings,  within  the  last  sixty  days,  a  sum  sufficient  to 
pay  this  judgment,  but  which  he  insists  cannot  be  applied  to  its 
payment  because  "  he  has  a  family  depending  upon  liim  for  sup- 
port." His  examination  discloses  the  fact  that  his  wife  supports 
the  house,  pays  all  the  bills  necessary  for  it,  and  that  he  has 
nothing  to  do  with  it ;  and  it  is  not  shown  that  he  contributes  in 
any  way  to  the  support  of  his  house  or  family. 

Section  297  of  the  Code  exempts  the  personal  earnings  of  the 
debtor  from  being  applied  to  the  payment  of  his  judgment  debts, 
'^  when  it  is  made  to  appear,  by  the  debtor's  affidavit  or  otherwise, 
that  such  earnings  are  necessary  for  the  use  of  a  family  supported 
wholly  or  partly  by  his  labor  f^  and  as  the  defendant  here  only 
shows  that  he  has  a  family  depending  upon  him,  without  show- 
ing that  he  supports  them  "  wholly  or  in  part  by  his  labor,"  I 
think  he  has  not  made  out  a  case  for  exemption  within  the  pro* 
visions  of  the  section  of  the  (Jode  referred  to. 

Motion  granted. 
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The  Board  or  Covmissioxers  op  Exciss  op  ths  cnr  aitd 
COUNT?  OP  New  York  v.  Dayid  M.  Holubter. 


▲  jodgmeiii  oblaiiied  faj  da&olt,  and  thnxigh  inadTerteooe  on  tlM  pHt  of  tbi 
defendant,  will  be  opeDed,  and  a  defeooe  pennitted,  where  ha  tiTcnwa  hii  bij^ 
lect  and  sweara  to  merits. 

Upon  a  motion  for  that  purpose,  where  the  defence  is  diarlonpd,  and  it  aypcaia  thii 
it  ia  mtf^nifA  to  be  interpo^M)  H  ?no(l  iiith.  and  is  not  Jeailf  mtjoiit  or  firifiluui, 
'.  0  •.  irf.  V. Ill  Lo:  'icdJv  V, h.:i*:>r  it  wii:  prr-v^  if  es^ablLahed  apon  a  fonoal 
trial  of  the  actioo. 

At  Special  Term,  AprU  2,  1860. 

Motion  to  open  a  judgment  entered  by  de&ult^  and  fiir  ktye 
to  the  defendant  to  answer.  The  action  was  to  recover  of  tbc 
defl;ndant  the  penalties  imposed  bv  law  for  selling  liqaors,  in 
quantities  less  than  five  gallons  at  a  time,  withoat  a  license.  In 
addition  to  the  usual  affidavit  of  merits,  the  defendant  read,  upon 
the  motion,  an  affidavit  excusing  his  neglect,  and  stated  in  it  that 
his  business  consisted  in  part  of  selling  liquors  in  large  quanti- 
ties; that  he  did,  at  times,  sell  wines — such  as  champagne,  &c — 
by  the  brisket,  but  never  sold  less  than  five  gallons  in  the  aggre* 
gate  to  any  one  person,  although  that  quantity  was  often  com* 
posed  of  different  kinds  of  wine3  or  liquors,  each  kind  being  leas 
than  five  gallons.  It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, that  this  was  a  violation  of  the  excise  law,  and  therefiire 
the  affidavit  disclosed  no  defence  to  the  action. 

John  H,  White,  for  the  mocion« 

John  B,  Holmes  and  William  ifcKeag,  opposed. 

Hilton,  J. — Upon  a  motion  to  open  a  judgment  entered 
against  a  defendant  by  default,  and  through  his  inadvertenoe, 
we  do  not  determine  absolutely  whether  the  defence  he  desires 
to  interpose  will  necessarily  pn?viiil  at  the  trial,  but  merely  look 
into  it  so  far  as  to  be  able  to  siy  that  it  is  not  clearly  frivolous ; 
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and  then  if,  in  addition,  we  are  satisfied  that  it  is  set  up  in 
good  faith,  and  the  neglect  of  the  party  is  satisfactorily  excused, 
it  is  almost  a  matter  of  course  to  permit  him  to  come  in  and 
answer. 

I  see  no  reason  for  departing  from  this  general  practice  in  the 
pre^nt  case,  and  therefore  must  decline  passing  upon  the  defence 
disclosed  in  the  motion  papers,  as  requested  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  and  content  myself  with  merely  saying  that,  in  my 
opinion,  the  defence  is  clearly  not  frivolous. 

The  motion,  therefore,  to  vacate  the  judgment,  and  for  leave 
to  answer,  is  granted  on  payment  of  $10  costs  of  the  motioOi  and 
the  disbursements  in  entering  the  judgment. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


BiCHARD  Read,  receiver,  &c.  v.  Thomas  Butler  and  Har- 
riet E.  Butler. 

In  ao  totfan  against  husband  and  wife,  where  her  interest  is  separate  and  distinct 
from  her  hosband'a,  a  joint  answer  mast  bo  verified  by  both. 

A  joint  answer  of  soTenil  defendants,  who  aro  not  united  in  interrat,  most  be  reii* 
tied  by  alL 

At  Special  Term,  April  2,  1860. 

Motion  to  strike  out  a  joint  ans\ver  of  husband  and  wife,  for 
want  of  a  sufficient  Terifieation.  The  action  was  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  am  receiver  appointed  in  supplementary  proceedings 
instituted  by  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  defendant,  Thomas 
Butler,  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  certain  property  to  the  de- 
fendant Harriet,  his  wife,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  purchased 
and  paid  for  by  him  and  with  his  money,  and  therefore  the  con- 
veyance to  the  wife  was  void  as  to  his  creditors.  The  complaint 
was  verified.    The  defendants  answered  jointly,  denying  that  the 
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property  was  purchased  and  paid  for  by  the  hasbipid,  and  claim- 
ing  the  property  as  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  and  she  alone 
verified  the  answer. 

F.  H.  R  Bryan  A  Francis  S,  Bryan^  for  the  motioo,  cited 
LeaviU  v.  Crugtr^  1  Paige,  421 ;  HHUm  ▼.  Bennett^  4  Simoos,  17 ; 
2  Barb.  CL  Pr.  88,  89,  150, 161,  152 ;  Ferine  v.  Sxoaine,  I  John. 
Ch.  R  24;  Chemical  Cb.  y.  Fbwers^  6  Paige,  654;  Andrews  Y. 
Storms,  5  Sand£  a  C.  609 ;   Youn^e  y.  Sedy^  12  How.  395. 

MUleTj  Peel  A  NvchoU^  opposed. 

Daly,  First  Judge. — The  answer  is  not  sofficiently  yerifiecL 
It  purports  to  be  the  joint  answer  of  both  defendants,  who  are 
husband  and  wife,  and  is  verified  by  the  wife  alone.  If  it  is  re- 
lied upon  as  the  answer  of  both,  it  must  be  verified  by  both, 
because  they  are  not  united  in  interest,  which  is  the  only  case 
under  the  Code  where  a  joint  answer  can  be  verified  by  one  of 
the  parties  only.  If  the  conveyance  by  Howland  to  Mrs.  But- 
ler is  valid,  the  land  is  her  separate  estate,  which  she  has  a  right 
to  dispose  of  independently  of  her  husband.  The  action  in  that 
case  would  have  to  be  dismissed,  and  her  interest,  upon  that 
question,  is  separate  and  distinct  from  that  which  her  husband 
has  in  the  action.  Youngs  v.  Seely  and  wifty  12  How.  895; 
Andrews  v.  Storms,  5  Sandf  609.  If  the  conveyance  to  her  is 
held  to  be  fraudulent,  then  she  has  no  further  interest  in  the 
action,  as  the  relief  asked  for  in  that  event,  is  that  the  land,  or 
so  much  of  it  as  may  be  necessary,  be  sold  and  applied  to  the 
payment  of  the  judgment  against  Butler,  a  matter  in  which  he 
alone  has  an  interest  This  motion,  therefore,  must  be  granted, 
with  liberty  to  Mrs.  Butler  to  put  in  a  separate  answer  if  she  is 
so  advised,  or  a  joint  answer  verified  by  both  defendantSi  apcn 
the  payment  of  $10  costs  of  this  motion. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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Thomas  Chambers  v.  George  Lewis. 

Where  property  has  been  wrongfully  taken  or  detained,  the  owner  may  waiye  tho 

tort  and  sue  upon  an  implied  promise  to  pay. 
Fdrmerly  the  tort  was  waired  by  bringing  an  action  in  assumpsit,  but  under  the 

present  system  of  pleading,  the  character  of  the  action,  and  whether  or  not  the 

tort  is  waived,  must  be  determined  by  the  fuels  stated  in  the  complaint 
If^  upon  the  facts  so  stated  as  constituting  the  cause  of  notion,  the  plaiDtiff  would  be 

entitled  to  an  order  for  the  arrest  of  the  defendant,  the  action  will  be  considered 

as  one  founded  in  tort 
Jl  teenu  that  tlie  demand  for  judgment  in  the  complaint,  and  also  the  summons, 

may  be  referred  to  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  character  of  the  action 

brought 
A  counter  claim  founded  on  contract  cannot  be  interposed  as  a  defence  to  an  actioo 

to  reooTer  for  property  wrongfully  taken  and  conyerted. 

At  Special  Term,  April  8, 1860. 

Demurrer,  by  the  plaintiff,  to  a  counter  claim  set  np  in  the 
defendant's  answer.     The  complaint  was  in  the  following  form: 

The  plaintiff  shows  unto  the  court  that  on  the  80th  day  of 
March,  1859,  at  the  city  of  New  York,  the  plaintiff  possessed  and 
owued  certain  merchandise,  consisting  of  four  barrels  of  soap 
stone,  of  the  value  of  twenty  dollars ;  thirty -four  barrels  of  red 
stone,  of  the  value  of  one  hundred  and  twenty  dollars ;  and  a 
large  quantity  of  vulcanized  gutta  percha  belting,  of  the  value 
of  five  hundred  dollars.  That  the  defendant,  on  or  about  the 
day  and  year,  and  at  the  place  last  mentioned,  obtained  the  said 
merchandise,  and  wrongfully  converted  the  same  to  his  own  use. 
That  the  plaintiff  has  demanded  the  same  of  the  defendant  before 
the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit :  on  the  12th  day  of 
April,  1859,  at  the  city  of  New  York,  and  the  defendant  then 
and  there  refused  to  deliver  the  said  merchandise  to  the  plaintiff. 
Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  said 
defendant  for  six  hundred  and  forty  dollars,  with  interest  from 
the  12th  day  of  April,  1859,  and  the  costs  of  this  action. 

The  answer  commenced  wifh  a  denial  that  the  property  men- 
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tioned  in  the  complaint  was  in  the  possession  of  or  owned  by 
the  plaintiff,  as  alleged,  or  that  the  defendant  ever  wrongfully 
converted  it  to  his  use.  It  then  averred  that  the  property  be- 
longed to  the  United  States  Vulcanized  Gutta  Percha  Belting 
and  Packing  Company,  and  stated  facts  showing  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  in  any  way  responsible  for  it  As  a  farther  answer, 
it  was  alleged  that  the  defendant  became  possened  of  the  prop- 
ertj  under  a  valid  purchase  of  it  Also,  by  way  of  counter 
claim,  it  was  averred  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  stockholder,  member 
and  trustee  of  the  Gutta  Percha  Company,  a  corporation  created 
for  manu&cturing  purposes  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  on 
and  for  some  time  prior  to  February  Ist^  1869,  was  president 
thereof;  that  Augustus  Cleveland  recovered  a  judgment  in  the 
Marine  Court,  on  March  15,  1859,  against  the  company,  for  rent 
due  February  Ist^  1859 ;  that  the  judgment  had  been  docketed 
in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk,  aud  an  execution  issued  out  of 
this  court  thereon  had  been  returned  onsatiafled,  and  the  sum 
of  $896.61,  with  interest,  was  due,  and  that  the  judgment  was, 
on  May  2,  1859,  duly  assigned  to  the  defendant  fi^  a  Talii« 
able  consideration;  that  the  certificate  of  inoorporation  of  the 
company  was  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  Queen's  ooanty,  bj 
which  tlie  capital  stock  was  fixed  at  $100,000 ;  and  the  defend- 
ant  alleged  that  the  whole  thereof  had  never  been  paid  in ;  also^ 
that  the  report  required  by  law  had  never  been  filed ;  abo^  that 
with  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff  as  such  trustee,  the  company  had 
become  indebted  to  various  persons  in  an  amount  exceeding  its 
capital ;  and  therefore  as  stockholder,  and  also  as  trustee^  the 
plaintiff  was  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  company,  and  is  liable 
to  pay  the  defendant  tbe  amount  of  the  judgment 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  so  much  of  the  answer  of  the  de- 
fendant as  alleged  a  counter  claim  against  the  plaintiff  because: 
1st  The  same  does  not  state  fSusts  suflkient  to  oonstitute  a 
cause  of  action  in  fiivor  of  said  defendant  against  this  plaintifE 
2d.  llie  same  does  not  state  fisKsts  sufficient  to  oonstitute  a  cause  of 
action  by  way  of  counter  daim,  in  iavor  of  said  defendant  against 
said  plaintifll 
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John  T.  Hoffman^  for  the  plaintifif. 

L  Tbo  action  being  trover,  and  not  on  contract|  nothing  can 
be  counter  claimed  except  it  has  arisen  out  of  the  transaction  set 
forth  in  the  pkintiif  ^s  complaint  as  the  foundation  of  his  claim, 
or  unless  it  is  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action.  Code, 
§  150,  sub.  1. 

n.  Even  if  the  action  were  on  contract,  yet  the  counter  claim 
is  not  good,  because  it  did  not  exist  in  ikvor  of  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiff  at  the  commencement  of  the  action.  Code, 
§  150,  sub.  2.  This  is  the  same  rule  which  formerly  applied  to 
set-ofSs,  as  settled  in  Carpenter  v.  BuUerfield^  8  J.  C.  146 ;  Jeffer* 
am  Co.  Bank  v.  Chapman^  19  J^  B.  322. 

III.  Set^ofib  and  counter  claims  are  not  allowed  at  all  in  ac- 
tions of  tort,  {PaUerson  v.  Richards^  22  Barb.  148)|  at  least  unless 
growing  out  of  the  immediate  transaction  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint 

Oambrdeng  &  Pyne^  fi>r  the  defendant 

L  The  answer  sets  up  facts  sufficient  to  eonstitute  a  cause  of 
action.  1.  An  assignee  has  the  right  to  sue  upon  a  judgment,, 
without  leave  first  obtained.  Tafis  v.  JJraistedj  1  Abb.  Fr.  ISL 
84.  2.  Stockholders  may  be  sued  on  a  judgment  against  the- 
company  of  which  they  are  members,  after  execution  returned! 
unsatisfied.  Laws  of  1858,  p.  288 ;  PeckJiam  v.  Snntlij  9  How.. 
Pr.  l\.  436 ;  Glee  v.  Bloomer,  20  Johns.  669 ;  Moss  y.  McOuUough,, 
7  Barb.  279.  8.  The  &cts  stated  show  a  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff.  Bev.  Stat,  part  1,  cb.  18^  title  12,  art  2d,  §§  32,. 
84,  35,  86 ;  Brown  y.  Harmon,  21  Barb.  510 ;  1  Chitty  on  Plead- 
ings, 218,  and  cases  cited.  4.  And  the  defendant  is  entitled  to* 
sue  as  assignee.    Code,  §  111 ;  Hoy  I  y.  ITiompaonj  1  Seld.  847. 

IL  The  answer  states  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  by  way  of  counter  claim.  1.  It  states  a  cause  of  action 
existing  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  against  the  plaintiff. 
2.  The  complaint  and  the  counter  ^daim  are  both  on  contract 
a.  The  complaint  demands  judgment  for  the  value  of  the  goods, 
with  interest;  therefore  it  is  a  waiver  of  the  tort  and  a  demana 
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on  the  implied  contract.    Htnda  v.  Tweddle,  7  How.  Pr.  R  278; 
Dotos  V.  Oreenj  8  How.  Pr.  R  877.    6.  Our  claim  is  on  a  judg- 
ment, and  therefore  on  contract ;  the  judgment  was  also  for  a 
contract  debt    e.  It  existed  at  the  commencement  of  the  action. 
8.  Whether  on  contract  or  not,  it  is  a  good  counter  claim  because 
connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action.     Zenia  Branch  Barik 
V.  iec,  7  Abb.  Pr.  R.  872 ;  Lemon  v.  Trull,  18  How.  Pr.  R  248. 
III.  The  &ct8  set  up,  even  if  not  constituting  a  valid  counter 
•claim,  are  not  demurrable  if  admissible  as  a  defence.    The  right 
of  demurring  to  the  answer  only  exists  where  it  does  not  consti- 
tute either  a  counter  claim  or  defenoe.     Code,  §  163 ;  Zenia 
Branch  Bank  v.  Lee,  7  Abb.  Pr.  R  872 ;  Ootiler  v.  Babcock,  N. 
Y.  0.  P.,  SpL  Term,  1858.    The  demurrer  is  therefore  insuffi- 
cient, for  not  stating  all  the  grounds  neoessaij. 

Brady,  J. — It  seems  to  be  settled,  upon  principle  and  the 
weight  of  authority,  that,  where  goods  are  wrongfully  taken  or 
detained,  the  plaintiff  may  waive  the  tort,  and  bring  an  action 
upon  an  implied  promise  to  pay  for  them.  BiiUa  v.  Chllins,  13 
Wend.  164 ;  Putnam  v.  Wise,  2  Hill,  140,  and  cases  cited  in 
note;  McKnight  v.  Dunlop,  4  Barb.  S.  C.  R  86 ;  Oarey  v.  ffrwri, 
8  How.  Pr.  R  876 ;  Hinds  v.  TweddJe,  &e.,  7  How.  Pr.  R.  278. 
But  an  examination  of  the  cases  will  show  that  where  the  tort 
was  waived,  the  action  was  in  form  not  trover,  but  assumpsit 
Under  the  Code,  assuming  the  right  of  election  to  exist,  there  is 
a  difference  in  the  remedy.  If  the  action  be  for  wrongfully 
taking  or  detaining  property,  the  defendant  may  be  arrested ; 
but  not  if  it  be  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  arising  upon  contract, 
unless  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  contracting  the 
debt  It  may  be  that  the  conversion  of  property  would  be  a 
fraud,  for  which  the  defendant  could  be  arrested,  and  that  the 
right  to  arrest  would  exist  although  the  action  were  for  money 
due,  as  upon  a  sale  or  purchase  of  the  goods  converted ;  but  I  do 
not  think  the  courts  would  extend  the  remedy  to  such  a  case. 
The  debt  referred  to  must  be  one  expressly  contracted,  and  not 
one  growing  out  of  implied  obligation.**,  or  created  by  operation 
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of  law.  But  how  is  the  election  to  be  determined  in  cases  under 
the  Code?  The  complaint  must  state  the  facts  constituting 
the  cause  of  action,  and  they  are,  that  the  defendant  took 
or  detains  property  of  the  value  of  a  sum  named;  and  the 
prayer  is  for  judgment  for  the  value  of  the  property,  with 
interest.  In  trover,  under  the  old  system  of  pleading,  the 
declaration  was  very  different  from  the  declaration  in  assumpsit 
for  goods  sold,  and  there  could  be  no  difficulty  in  determining 
the  form  in  which  the  plaintiff  presented  his  demand.  He  must 
now  recover  upon  the  facts,  and  if  his  summons  be  for  a  money 
demand  on  contract^  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  his  election ;  but 
the  summons  forms  no  part  of  the  pleadings,  and  I  cannot,  by 
reference  to  it,  determine  whether  the  plaintiff  has  elected  what 
form  his  action  shall  assume.  The  prayer  for  relief  may  some- 
times determine  the  question,  and,  I  think,  does  in  this  case. 
The  plaintiff  prays  judgment  for  the  sum  of  six  hundred  and 
forty  dollars,  which  is  the  value  of  the  property  detained,  with 
the  interest  thereon.  This  is  precisely  what  the  law  of  damages 
would  give  him  in  an  action  to  recover  for  the  wrongful  deten- 
tion of  the  property,  leaving  the  question  of  value  open  to  dis- 
pute. Stevens  v.  LoivCj  2  Hill,  132  ;  Dellenback  v.  Jerome,  7  Cow. 
294;  Kennedy  v.  aS/wi^,  14  J.  R  128.  It  is  true,  that  such 
would  be  the  rule  if  the  action  were  to  recover  as  for  goods  sold, 
although  the  pleader  might  then  allege  the  goods  reasonably 
worth  the  sum  named.  In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  insists  that  the 
action  is  in  tort,  in  the  nature  of  the  old  action  of  trover,  and 
the  defendant  insists  that  it  is  not.  In  form,  under  the  Code,  it 
may  be  either,  because  the  facts  are  the  same ;  but  it  is  dear  that 
on  the  complaint  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  an  order  of 
arrest,  and  the  action  must  be  regarded  as  of  the  character 
claimed  by  him.  It  may  be  that  the  defendant  is  right^  bat  he 
has  proceeded  upon  the  supposition  that  the  complaint  was,  in 
form,  one  not  only  for  the  recovery  of  the  value  of  the  goods 
converted,  but  one  in  which  the  tort  was  waived.  I  have  been 
unable  to  arrive  at  such  a  conclusion,  although  I  have  given  this 
case  a  great  deal  of  attention  and  consideration.    I  thought  the 
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question  very  embarrassing,  and  the  views  which  I  have  adopted 
not  having  been  suggested  on  the  argument  of  the  demurrer,  I 
have  been  more  cautious  and  deliberative  in  making  them  the 
basis  of  my  judgment     If  the  defendant  had  prodooed  the  sum 
mons,  the  result  might  have  been  different 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer. 


Hentit  V.  Vui;rE  v.  Jambs  P.  WHrrsHSADy  Jr. 

Supplementarj  proceedings  cannot  be  institnted  upon  a  judgment  reoorered  in  • 

Justice's  or  district  court  for  an  amount  less  than  $25,  exdusiye  of  oosta. 
On  such  a  judgment  an  execution  can  issue  onlj  against  the  personal  property  of  the 

debtor. 
Such  proceedings  are  only  allowed  upon  the  return  of  an  ezeootkm  unsatisfied  in 

whole  or  in  part|  issued  to  a  sheriff;  against  the  real  and  personal  propertj  of  the 

debtor. 
The  case  of  Candee  v.  Gunddaheimer  (17  How.  P.  R  434)  disapprored. 

At  Chambers,  June  li,  1860. 

Motion  to  set  aside  an  order  for  the  examination  of  a  judg- 
ment debtor  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution.  It 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  commenced  an  action  against  the 
defendant  in  a  district  court,  and  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  for  $10.75  costs.  A  transcript  having  been 
filed  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk,  an  execution  was  issued 
out  of  this  court  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  and  returned  un- 
satisfied. On  an  affidavit  stating  these  &cts  an  order  was  granted, 
requiring  the  plaintiff  to  appear  and  be  examined  concemiDg 
his  property.  The  plaintiff  moved  to  set  aside  the  orderi  and  all 
proceedings  thereon. 

Henry  V.  VuUe,  in  person,  ibr  the  motion. 

E.  R.  Bogardtia^  opposed,  cited  Oandee  v.  Gunddsheimer^  17 
How.  r.  K  434. 
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niLTON,  J. — Supplementary  proceedings  can  only  be  institu- 
ted upon  a  justice's  or  district  court  judgment  when  it  exceeds 
in  amount  $25,  exclusive  of  costs,  and  a  transcript  thereof  has 
been  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  in  which  an 
execution  against  the  real  and  personal  property  of  the  defend- 
ant has  been  issued  to  the  sheriflE)  and  returned  by  him  unsatis- 
fied in  whole  or  in  part,  (Code,  §§  292,  464) ;  and  the  execution 
must  have  been  in  the  form  prescribed  by  §  289,  sub.  1. 

When  the  judgment  is  for  a  less  sum,  §  68  permits  a  trans- 
cript to  be  filed  with  the  cicik  ui  liic  county  iu  tlie  same  man- 
ner, and  from  the  time  of  such  filing  the  judgment  becomes  a 
judgment  of  the  county  court,  except  that  it  is  not  a  lien  upon, 
and  cannot  be  enforced  against,  real  property ;  and  therefore,  as 
no  execution  thereon  can  be  issued  in  the  form  prescribed  by 
§  289,  sub.  1,  nor  of  the  kind  referred  to  in  §  292,  proceedings 
supplementary  cannot  be  instituted  upon  it. 

Section  48  of  the  District  Court  Act  (T^aws  of  1857,  p.  707,) 
makes  these  provisions  of  the  Code  applicable  to  the  judgments 
of  those  courts. 

In  the  present  case  the  judgment  was  recovered  against  the 
plaintiff  for  $10.75  costs  in  a  <]istrict  court  in  this  city,  and 
although  the  affidavit,  upon  which  the  order  for  his  examination 
was  granted,  states  that  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  was  filed 
with  the  county  clerk,  and  an  execution  against  his  property 
has  been  issued  to  and  returned  by  the  sheriff  of  this  county 
unsatisfied,  yet  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  execution  was  only 
against  the  personal  property  of  the  plaintiff,  as  none  other 
could  properly  be  issued  upon  the  judgment  recovered. 

As  I  have  already  remarked,  the  return  of  such  an  execution 
unsatisfied  cannot  be  the  basis  of  supplementary  proceedings 
under  §  292,  and  the  proceedings  instituted  in  this  case  must 
therefore  be  dismissed. 

The  case  of  Gandee  v.  Gundebkemer^  (17  How.  P.  R,  484), 
relied  on  to  snstain  thp  order,  certainly  goes  to  the  extent  of 
holding  that  such  proceedings  may  be  had  in  all  case.^  where  a 
transcripx  of  a  justice's  judgment  for  any  a'nount  has  been  filed 
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with  the  oounty  clerk,  and  an  execotioii  has  been  iasned  thereon  to 
the  sheriff  and  returned  unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part;  but  upon 
examination  it  will  be  seen  that  the  judge,  in  making  that  deci- 
sion, lias  &iled  fa>  notice  the  distinction  to  which  I  have  alluded 
respecting  the  kind  of  execution  which  may  be  issued  upon  a 
justice's  judgment  for  less  than  $25,  exclusive  (£  costs,  and  the 
fact  that  the  execution  referred  to  in  §  292,  and  the  return 
of  which  unsatisfied  forms  the  basis  of  supplementary  proceed- 
ings, must  be  against  property  generally,  and  in  the  form  pre- 
scribed by  §  289. 

Pioceedings  dismissed. 


INDEX. 


ABATEMBNT. 
See  JuBncB*s  Ck)i7RT  FtLAxmom,  1. 

PABTKSB8HIP,  3. 


AOOORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 

1,  N.  claimed  damagee  of  B.,  and  threat- 
ened a  Boit  for  an  alleged  breach  of  oov- 
cnant  The  olaim  being  disputed  in  good 
Mih  by  B,  thej  met,  and,  after  conuder- 
ing  tlie  eabject,  B.  paid  $30,  which  N. 
accepted,  saying  that  all  his  daim  was 
settled,  and  he  would  not  sue:  Jlddt  a 
binding  accord  and  wtiBlaction.  Neary  v. 
BoHwick,  614 


ACTION. 

1.  An  action  may  be  maintained  to  re- 
cover back  a  part  payment  made  upon  ao 
executory  contract  by  parol  for  the  sale 
of  land,  where  the  purchaser  was  indnoed 
to  enter  into  the  contract  by  a  false  rep- 
resentation by  the  reador  as  to  a  mate- 
rial fact    IleUman  r.  StnoM^  9 

2.  Whether  nch  an  action  can  be 
maintained  where  the  oontract  in  free 
from  fraud,  and  the  rendor  is  able  and 
willing  to  performj^-^iasral  Per  Dalt, 
First  Judgt,  Ibid, 


8.  In  an  action  against  a  nonstable  for 
fidlure  to  return  an  execution  issued  to 
him.  and  to  pav  the  amount  collected,  it 
appeared  that  the  defendant,  after  receiy- 
ing  the  execution,  delivered  it  to  another 
constable,  who  misule  the  money  upon  it, 
and  offered  it  to  pUintifE|  less  a  certain 
som  which  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  pay  him 
for  makmg  the  collection.  H^ld,  tliat, 
notwithstaadmg  these  facts,  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover.  Jkvms  v.  Mc- 
Olytm,  li 

4  Where  plaintiff  sued  as  assignee  of 
a  demand  which  originally  accrued  to 
two  partners,  but  tlie  assignment  proved 
was  executed  by  but  one  of  the  partners, 
and  purported  to  transfer  only  his  "  right, 
title^  and  mterest"  in  the  daim,  and 
there  was  no  proof  that  the  partnership 
bad  been  dissolved,  or  that  the  daim  was 
ever  vested  in  the  partner  making  the 
assignment,  or  that  toe  other  partner  had 
ever  done  any  act  which  would  estop  him, 
or  would  vest  his  interest  in  the  assets  of 
the  firm  in  his  partner,  held,  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  maintain  his  action. 
MiUs  v.  Pearson,  16 

6.  If.  left  his  horn  and  cart  standing 
apon  a  public  pier  or  dock,  within  two 
ftiet  of  the  edge^  at  a  time  when  the  pier 
was  crowded,  and  there  was  room  for 
only  one  horse  and  cart  to  pass  upon  it 
The  horse^s  bit  was  out,  and  he  wao  ic'od- 
ing.  The  defendants*  cart  passing,  came 
in  contact  with  l£.*i  cart,  and  ^jew  it 
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■nd  the  bone  into  the  rifcr,  where  the 
bone  was  drowned.  Bdif  that  M.  ooold 
oot  recorer  therefor.  He  waa  not  onlj 
obvtiuctiDg  a  pnUie  hi^waj,  bat  waa 
i;a:lty  of  groei  negtigenoe  in  leaving  his 
horse  at  the  edge  of  a  dock,  after  lemor- 
ing  tlie  bit,  the  onlj  thing  bj  which  the 
animal  cooJd,  in  caae  of  accident  or  emer- 
gencj,  be  controlled.  Morris  r.  Phelps^  38 

6.  An  action  npon  a  jodgment  rendered 
in  one  of  the  district  courts,  maj  be 
bronght  bj  a  party  to  whom  it  has  been 
assigned,  without  leare  of  the  court  first 
obtained.  Sudi  leave  is  only  neoessaiy 
where  the  action  is  between  the  AriginW 
parties  to  the  judgn^nt.  Kepptr  ▼. 
Howe,  69 

7.  An  emplo3rer,  having  derived  a  ben- 
efit bj  a  servanda  part  performance  of  a 
contract  void  by  the  statute  of  fraudfn  is 
liable  in  an  action  for  the  8er\'ices  actuallv 
rendered.  And,  in  the  absence  of  any 
evidence  as  to  the  rahxe  of  the  services, 
the  rate  of  compensation  fixed  by  the 
agrci'ment  shoold  be  regarded  as  the 
measure  of  damages.  Nones  v.  Homer,  1 1 6 

8.  In  an  action  fbr  the  price  of  ribbons, 
where  defendants  relied  on  the  fact  that 
the  goods  were  of  an  unmerchantable 
qimlity :  Held,  that  H  was  not  necereary 
tnat  defendants  shooM  have  unrolled  each 
of  tlic  cartons  on  which  the  ribbons  were 
put  up,  to  ascertain  the  character  of  every 
yard;  ^nit  it  was  Eufficieut  Xhut  tlier  un- 
rolled a  number  of  cartons,  and  that  all 
those  examined  were  fbnnd  to  be  nnmer* 
Chan  table.    Benaud  r.  FhA,  1ST 

9.  An  action  mar  be  maintained  against 
the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York 
to  ei!force,  by  Judgment  and  execution, 
the  payment  of  a  legal  obttgaiion  or  lia- 
bility imposed  upon  or  incuired  by  it,  al- 
though no  fund  or  property  has  been  ap- 
propriated by  law  to  meet  such  payment 
Green  v.  The  Maffor^  Ac,  o/yew  ybrik,  203 

10.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  price 
agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  nte  of  ledgiog 
rooais  rented  for  a  specified  period,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  show  affirmatively  an  in- 
ability to  rent  the  rooms  during  the  time 
the  party  hiring  refused  to  occupy  them. 
Oreenef.  Waggoner,  99T 

11.  In  an  action  fbr  goods  sold  and 
delivered  at  a  specified  date,  the  defend- 
ant aj'peart'd,  bnt  before  trial  paid  the 


demand  nied  fiir,  and  tfaeraopoa  tht 
soit  was  diaoontiniied.  Satweqoently  tht 
plaintiir  brought  an  aotkm  againsl  him 
upon  a  demand  of  the  same  general  na- 
ture, existing  al  the  time  the  first  suit 
was  oommenoed.  BM,  L  That  there 
was  no  recovery  in  the  fiist  action,  which, 
in  any  case,  would  be  a  bar  to  another 
suit.  IL  The  demands,  having  arisen  oat 
of  separate  sales,  at  different  dates,  and 
upon  specified  credits,  coostitated  inde- 
pendent causes  of  actioo.  Ca^imamr. 
Bean,  340 

12.  To  oonstitote  a  "  recovery  ^  which 
WOaM  lie  available,  by  way  of  defence, 
as  a  bar  to  another  action  for  the  same 
cause,  it  should  be  obtained  by  the  judg- 
ment of  a  court  or  other  competent  tri- 
bunal Iffid. 

13.  Wliere  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
maintain  his  action  depends  opon  a  judg^ 
ment  docketed  in  hia  (kvor,  but  on  his 
producing  the  judgiuit  record  to  the 
court  it  appears  that  the  judgment  is  void 
by  reason  of  having  been  entered  by  con- 
fession, npon  an  iMaOcient  atatement  of 
indebtedness;  the  action  wiU  be  dismtaed. 
Although  a  defendant  will  sol  be  per- 
mitted to  avail  himself  of  a  defence  not 
stated  in  his  answer,  yet,  if  a  (daintifr  vol- 
untarily shows  that  he  has  no  cause  of 
action,  the  oomt  will  not  aasiaft  him,  or 
grant  him  any  relied     Ely  v.  Coek,     406 

14.  An  action  cannot  be  miu!:t;unedbv 
a  judgment  creditor  for  the  purpose  of 
setting  aside  an  insolvent  diacfaaige  grant- 
ed to  the  debtor,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  ofllcer  granting  tha  diadiaige  never 
acquired  jurisdietion  of  the  proceediDg, 
and  that  such  want  of  juriadictkiii  appean 
on  the  face  of  the  record.  Ibid. 

15.  Where  two  demands,  arimng  on 
contract,  exist  againat  a  party,  one  of 
which  has  arisen  in  a  fiduciary  capadtr, 
and  in  nspeot  to  whioh  hia  arxesl  is  de- 
sired ;  that  wookl  be  a  good  reason  Ux 
bringing  separate  actiooak  ArHiUO«,J. 
LmibmriT.  8nsm,  101 
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Ck)lfliI8BI01f8,  2. 

EnDncB,  IS. 

IKOOLVBKTS,  1. 

JuBBmcnov,  1,  s. 

LSA9B,  1.  8. 

LiMiiATioK  or  AcnoHiL 


Il^DEX. 


601 


8«e  PARmausHiF,  2,  3. 
RBSonsunr,  1. 
8u)n>AT,  1. 
TOBT,  1,  2,  8. 
TRESPA88,1. 

Use  axd  Ogodpatiov,  1. 


ADMISSIONS. 


See  OOMTBACT,  2. 
SnDEVGB,  2. 

WmnEfls,  1. 


AGENT. 
See  Attorney  and  Cubnt,  8w 

COMlUSSlONSi  1. 


parlies  to  it^  or  it  will  bind  neither. 
III.  That  the  sum  of  $10  was,  by  the  re- 
ceipt, agreed  upon  as  in  the  nature  ol 
liquidate  damages,  aud  wae  the  extent 
of  F.'s  liability  upon  his  failure  to  take 
the  rooms  aooorditig  to  agreement  Touma- 
end  V.  Fisher,  i'^ 

3.  Where  an  instrument  is  partly  writ- 
ten and  partly  printed,  the  manuscript 
portions  must  control.  Woodruff  v.  Comr 
mercialMtUaallns,  Co,,  122 

See  CoMinssiONS,  1. 
Common  Cariueb,  2. 
Sbrvioes,  2,  3. 
Statute  or  Fbauds^  2. 


AQREEMENT. 

1.  The  defendant,  aa  a  condition  of  the 
pnrdiase  by  him  of  all  the  property  of  a 
mining  company,  of  which  he  was  treas- 
urer, agreed  to  pay  its  liabilities,  and  to 
pay  the  shareholders  a  specified  amount 
for  each  share.  MM,  in  an  action  brought 
by  the  plaintifi)  claiming  under  an  as- 
signment of  the  interest  of  one  of  the 
shareholders,  L  That  the  promise  of  tiic 
defendant  enured  to  tiie  benefit  of  oTery 
shareholder  and  creditor  of  the  associa- 
Uou,  and  entitled  any  one  of  them  to 
mainuin  an  action  upon  it.  II.  That  the 
promise  was  not  to  pay  the  debt  of  an- 
other, but  a  promise  to  pay  his  own  debt 
incurred  by  the  purchase  of  the  property. 
TheroBsan  y.  MeSpedtm,  1 


2.  F.  applied  to  S.  for  certain  rooms  and 
board.  Negotiations  were  entered  into 
between  them,  which  finally  resulted  in 
F.'s  uking  the  rooms  and  paying  $10  to 
bind  the  bargain,  8.  giving  a  receipt  there- 
for in  these  words :  "  Received  from  — 

ten  dollars,  which  amount  secures 

him  board  for  self  and  lady,  and  is  to  be 
applied  oo  the  first  week's  board ;  to  be 
forfeited  if  not  taken  '*  Prior  to  giring 
this  receipt,  S.  had  made  no  agreement  tu 
reserve  the  rooms  for  F.  Mdd,  I.  That 
tiie  receipt  coiMtitated  a  contract  in  writ- 
ing, merghng  all  prior  parol  negotiations, 
and  was  not  liable  to  b^  varied  by  parol. 
II.  That  any  prior  agreement  made  by 
F.,  to  take  tlie  rooms,  wi»s  void  for  want 
of  mtitoality,  under  the  familiar  rule  of 
law  that  an  agreement  consisting  of  mu- 
tual promises  must  be  bind  ng  upon  botli 


AMENDMENT. 
Affbai^  14. 


ANSWER. 

1.  Where  a  verified  complaint  alleges 
matter,  to  the  truth  of  which  the  defend- 
ant, if  a  witness,  would  be  privileged 
from  listifying,  an  answer  den}ing  such 
allegations,  may  bo  served  without  being 
verilied.    Moloney  v.  Daws,  247 

2.  An  answer  consisting  of  averments 
false  in  fhd,  is  a  pham  pkoding.  A  plead- 
ing is  irrolevaiit  which  corj^i -i.sftfinat'.or 
having  no  substantial  relation  to  tiie  sub- 
ject of  the  controversy.  A  frivolous  an- 
swer is  one  whk^i,  assuming  its  contents 
to  be  true,  presents  no  defeiicc  to  the 
Hctiou.    Strttver  v.  Ocean  Ir^.  Co.,       475 


3.  In  an  action  against  husbnnd  and 
wife,  where  her  interest  is  separate  and 
distinct  from  her  Imsband's,  a  joint  an- 
swer roust  be  verified  by  both.  A  joint 
answer  of  several  defendants,  who  are  not 
united  in  interest,  most  be  verified  by  all 
Reed  v.  BnOer,  689 

See  Acnoir,  13. 

Plbadoio,  1,  2,  8. 

Practice,  2. 

PBOmssoBT  Notes  ahd  Bill8|8. 


APPEAL. 
1.  bi  an  action  commenced  in  the  Ma* 


eo2 


riM  Cooft  bf  ft  ■■■■oat  vkieb  re^iund|  win 

thedt^itndaotiioaaiwfr  "m^oafkamiikrlhxx  vithibefiiMBiif  of  ctetiBiaDiil  before 
ft  m<>Q<>T  deoBftad  on  mutnOL,*  t^  pUn-!  whom  the  wilmaKa  wort  oxMniiied,  ftzid 
tiOiL  trSiut  retxtfii  of  tbe  onininnw.  tbe;  whooo  appfoprute  and  ipoeial  dutj  it  is 
defeodB*  ti  liSTUBf  appetred.  oppiicd  for, to  pos  upon  <pjeitiopi  of  iact  that  most 
leore  V/  amend  it  bf  wabmivmiag  th^ ;  be  deKraiuad  npnn  wflicting  tptimriy. 
wor<l«  mi  u.j'ii7  to  penooal  propercj ** . TLe  oolj  exoepcioos  to  this  rale,  are: 
for  "  a m-jQ^j  dfrmand  oo orjacnct**  Tbe:L  That  thejr  will  rerene  lor  tbe  want  of 
ooort  pibrmitbbd  tbe  ammrtiamt,  and  tbejerideooe.  IL  Or  when  the  radict  or 
def^fodkncs  ezoepibd.  HM,  OQ  appeal, ;  findiog  is  against  efideooe,  in  reelect  to 
tbat  p«fnniuing  the  emendment  was  an  aetj  which  there  b  no  oontndiolion  nof  coo- 
of  dw.-n.'ti'M  cm  the  part  U  tbe  court  be-  flicL  IIL  And,  in  eztramecaeea,  although 


b>w.  wiii'.-b  was  not  properlj  the  sufatject 
of  review.     Cooper  w,  Xtwajy,  12 

2.  A  motion  to  open  a  defaolt,  and  set 
aiiidi;  an  iuqiieet,  is  addremed  to  the  dis- 
cn.'tion  of  ihfi  cotirt,  and  no  appeal  lies 
from  ar*  order  denying  such  motion.  Jlfa^ 
denor  v.  MeJJouogK,  46 

3.  All  order  Tacattng  a  Judgment  en- 
tenrd  by  default,  and  letting  the  defend- 
antii  in  to  snHwer  upon  thoir  showing  a 
dcfeitire  h:id  excusing  their  ncgled,  is  not 
app(.'ulable.  Such  an  order  can  be  re- 
vic\v«;d  only  upon  obtaining  the  certificate 
riNiuirfti  by  rule  of  this  court  of  March 
22d,  lH5i,  which  is  granted  in  all  cases 
wlicri)  the  judge  making  the  order  deems 
Uiff  quoHtif^n  of  such  importance  and  doubt 
as  to  r"nd'.'r  a  review  proper.  ChurchiO 
V.  Maliison^  70 

4.  An  application  in  supplementary 
proceeding  for  an  order  requiring  the 
judginoiit  debtor  to  apply  property  or 
money,  diMclosed  by  his  examination,  to 
tlio  payment  of  the  Judgment^  is  addrened 
to  tliu  dinorution  of  the  Judge  before  whom 
tlie  proceeding  is  pending.  So  also  is  an 
applicfition  to  commit  for  contempt  for 
disobediouce  of  the  order  supplementary 
to  the  execution.  No  appeal  lies  flrom  an 
order  denying  such  applioationa.  Joffce  v. 
Jlolbrvok,  94 

6.  This  court  wall  not  grant  a  rehearing 
of  an  ap|>oal,  upon  an  affldftTit  which 
merely  sliows,  that  on  the  first  hearing,  the 
counAul  for  the  api)ollant  was  not  duly 
prepared  to  argue  the  oauae^  and  there- 
fore outer  tains  the  belief  that  the  court 
did  not  fully  undontand  tho  questions  in- 
volved  in  the  case.  Nor  does  such  an 
affidavit  show  any  ground  for  allowing  an 
appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  in  a  cause 
commoncel  in  a  district  court.  Vrucker  r. 
/'oUerA/zi,  13a 

• 

6L  As  a  general  role,  an  appellate  court 


there  may  be  some  conflict  or  contradic- 
tion in  the  testimony,  when,  after  full  and 
careful  deliberation,  they  are  conrinced 
that  the  Terdiri,  finding;  or  report,  must 
hare  been  induced  by  partiality,  prejodice, 
or  comiption,  or  was  the  result  of  an  ob- 
vious mistaka  Cases  in  which  the  court 
will  interfere,  upon  the  latter  ground,  are 
very  rare.     Peanon  v.  Fidee,  146 

7.  An  objection  to  a  question  that  it  is 
leading,  is  not  available  npon  appeal,  on 
less  that  wm  spedfioally  stated  as  the 
ground  of  objection  npon  the  trial    Ibid, 

8.  Where  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  the 
finding  of  the  Justice  will  not  be  disturbed 
on  appeal  from  a  district  courty  unless  tbe 
evidence  against  the  finding  so  greasy 
propondnraties  as  to  warrant  the  nreaump- 
tion  of  corruption,  bias,  or  partiality.  It 
is  not  enough  to  warrant  a  reversal  of  the 
Judgment,  that  the  court  may  be  of  opinion 
Uiat,  as  the  evidence  appeara  on  paper, 
they  would  have  found  diiforently.  .&». 
deil  V.  Dratdif  178 

9.  Where  the  Jodgmsnt  of  a  jnstice  is 
incomplete-««.  y.,  where  the  return  shows 
that  the  oompiaint  was  dismissed,  but 
does  not  show  that  costs  were  awarded 
against  the  plaintiff,  ■  it  can  neither  be 
revereod  nor  affirmed,  but  the  appeal 
therefVom  will  be  diimisMid  HJimUmbeck 
V.  OiUiBtf  238 


10.  Where  the  decision  of  this  court 
upon  a  question  presented  on  an  a|^»eai 
(torn  the  judgment  of  an  inforior  court, 
is  hi  direct  conflict  with  a  dedsion  of 
tbe  general  term  of  the  Supreme  Oourt 
in  this  district^  a  propsr  esse  is  shown  for 
granting  leav«  to  appeal  to  ths  Gouit  of 
Appeals.     Ciapp  v.  Grmm,  243 

11.  Where  an  action  is  triad  bdbfa  a 
Justice  of  a  district  other  than  the  oae  in 
which  the  court  is  held,  the  mom  on 
appeal  must  show  alllrmativslj  tiaat  ihs 


INDEX. 


608 


jiutice  of  the  distriot  mm  at  the  time 
i^baent  {torn  the  usnal  place  of  holding 
ttie  court,  or  nnable  to  hold  it  fh>in  illness. 
The  power  given,  by  section  6  of  the  Dis- 
trict Coart  A.ct,  (1  Laws  1857,  707),  to  a 
Justice  to  hold  court  in  another  district 
Ihan  the  one  to  which  he  is  eleoted,  being 
new,  must  be  strictly  fbllowed,  and  the 
hicta  authorizing  its  exercise  must  appear 
by  the  return.    Rded  r.  Warth,  281 

12.  A  Judgment  of  affirmance  having 
been  given  upon  an  appeal,  the  appellant 
made  appllci^on  at  the  next  term  after 
judgment  was  entered,  for  an  order  grant- 
ing leave  to  appeal  to  the  Oourt  cMf  Ap- 
peals. Both  parties  were  heard  on  the 
application,  but  the  oourt  did  not  an- 
nounce its  decision  granting  the  motion, 
until  the  term  had  passed.  Held^  that  the 
order  allowing  the  appeal  was  properly 
directed  to  be  entered,  as  of  tne  term 
when  the  application  was  made.  Clapp 
V.  Onufea,  317 

13.  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  when  an 
act,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the  court 
is  necessary,  should  be  done  within  a  spe- 
dfled  time,  and  the  party  has  done  all  he 
is  required  to  do,  he  is  not  to  suffer  fhxn 
the  court's  delay.  If^  in  such  a  case,  the 
court  renders  its  decision  after  tho  tinij 
has  passed,  It  may  be  entered  as  of  the 
time  when  by  law  it  ought  to  have  been 
given.  Urid. 

14.  Where  a  party  has,  hi  good  faith, 
taken  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Marine  or  a  district  court,  and  through 
mistake  has  omitted  to  oonform  his  pro- 
ceedings to  the  requirements  of  the  Code, 
this  court  may  permit  such  amendments 
to  be  supplied  as  will  make  the  appeal 
effectual  The  authority  to  do  this  is  dis- 
tinctly given  by  the  Code^  and  extends 
even  to  permitting  the  notice  of  appeal  to 
be  amended,  by  inserting  in  it  the  grounds 
of  appeal 

The  various  provisions  of  law  respecting 
amendments  of  proceedings  upon  appeals 
fW>m  inferior  courts,  reviewed  and  ex- 
plained. The  case  of  The  FlBopie  v.El- 
dridge  (7  Howard  P.  R  108^  disapproved. 

The  former  jurisdiction  or  tlie  Superior 
Court,  on  appeals  fh)m  the  Marine  and 
Justices'  courts,  having  passed  to  this 
court,  all  its  powers  as  an  appellate  tribu- 
nal passed  with  such  transier  of  Jurisdic- 
tioB.     Woodv.Kdiy,  334 

15.  Where  the  case  made  upon  appeal 


does  not  contain  the  charge  of  the  judge 
at  the  trial,  and  does  not  show  that  any 
exception  was  taken  to  the  charge  made, 
it  will  be  assumed  that  the  questions  ol 
fact  involved  were  fully  submitted  to  the 
jury,  with  all  proper  instructions.  Wm- 
ierion  v.  The  Eighth  Avenue  Railroad  Co^ 

389 

16.  Leave  to  go  to  the  Court  of  Appeals 
in  an  action  commenced  in  a  district 
court,  wHl  not  be  granted,  where  the 
question  decided  by  this  court  relates 
only  to  the  practice  in  those  courts  under 
the  provi^ons  of  the  District  Court  Act, 
and  a  case  involving  the  same  question 
has  been  previously  permitted  to  be  taken 
to  the  Court  of  Appeals.  So  hdd  in  a 
case  where,  upon  appeal,  the  judgment 
was  reversed  because  the  action  was 
commenced  by  a  non-resident  plaintiff  by 
long  summons,  and  without  giving  secu- 
rity for  the  defendant's  costs.  Paiimar  v. 
MoeOer,  421 

17.  If  a  defendant)  after  moving  fbr  a 
non-suit  at  the  trial,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  is  insufficient  to  justify  any 
recovery,  supplies  the  proof,  the  want  of 
which  formed  the  basis  of  the  motion,  it 
will  be  no  ground  for  reversing  the  judg- 
menl  on  nppt^al,  that  the  pnjprr  ct-ldcnce 
was  not  before  the  court  at  the  moment 
the  non-suit  was  asked.   Lambert  v.  Seeiy^ 

429 

18.  No  appeal  lies  to  this  court  from  a 
decision  given  at  a  general  term  of  the 
Marine  ^urt,  merely  reversing  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  Such  a  de- 
cision is  not  a  final  determination  of  the 
right*)  of  the  parties  to  the  action.  Bowe 
V.  JuUerif  463 

19.  If  an  order  refusing  an  application 
for  relief  in  effect  determines  the  action, 
and  prevents  a  Judgment  from  which  an 
appMl  might  be  taken,  it  may  be  re- 
viewed at  general  term,  upon  an  appeal, 
as  a  matter  of  right  But  where  an  ap» 
plication  for  relief  is  addressed  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Judge  hearing  it,  his  de- 
cision cannot  be  reviewed,  upon  appeal, 
without  a  certificate,  under  the  rule  of  this 
oourt  of  March  22d,  1851.    Quinn  r.  Ouey 

467 

20.  On  the  return  of  a  suinmon<<  in  a 
district  court,  in  an  action  against  an  in- 
corporated society,  tho  president  appeared 
and  put  in  an  answer,  alleging  payment 


M4  nn 

cf  the  uDoant  dalnad ;  at  ■  (aljatriutni 
<Uj,  to  which  the  trial  wMtdjonnwiL.  lI>-: 
detaidaDt  bSei  to  appew.  Bod  the  \Amu- 
till  had  judgmsut  upon  the  plndiDgf : 
iUld,  upon  appeal,  that  th«  Jadgmeot  was 
regnUr.     OaUef-  •"■-■--•-—-'-  >■    " 


reoonnd  In  Am  court  Mow, 
uvcdicr  wUh  the  oolUaiiddiibimeaiaDti 
oD  appeal     AAcr  an  axMntioQ  thereon 

WAS  Totuinad  wiMliafli»d.  as  aatioo  vaa 

brought  >iai[i*t  the  aoretiee  to  an  imda- 

tajiing  gifea  oa  the  q>peal  in  the  Ibna 

preecribed  bf  ■eatbxi  SM.    The  jmtice 

I^Tc  j'ldgiiMnt  (br  the  fbll  aoKHuit  of  Iha 

31.  In  the  abaence  of  tmrpnioria  t1<e  j<i(l^D?niUinaeiil«i:«d;  IMi,  L  That  the 

.jDtrarjr,  this  court  will,  upoa  an  aji;!?:!!,  jiLdk-nitm.  having  been  merelr  an  alBm- 

aemime  chat  a  petvm  appearing  br  a  <!>.'-  ,i:icti,  i^ln^ild  baTe  been  bo  entered,  wilh 

ftadont  ia  a  district  oomt,  wii  aathuri^d  |cl«u  ••(  appeal-     U.  Tbat  raeh  a  jndg- 

Botodo,  ai  hiaatCornef  or  agent      ibui.  mrnt  wotild  not  aalborize  an  execntioti  to 

laiut^  fram  thia  coon  to  ooUeot  anj  aom 

JI.  To  .rake  an  appeal  from  a]odpnPnt  I;"'  "j*  '*«r^  '?P?S.J^^  ^>  "^ 

of  the  UariDo  or  diSrict  eoort.  eS.-l.«l  defond|in»  wo™  caOybable  ontbeir  m- 

UBdCT  eeetionSSi  of  Uio  Code,  aa  amend.,!  ^l"""""*  f"  *^,T'  ""TT^  ""  "?" 

In  1858,  Iho  appt-Ilaiit  muat  depoall  ,Mtl,  ,-'■■''--"'«■"' -PPf??*»/r^  ""  "- ---  ■'■ 

the  deiic  oT  ibit  court  the  cotfa  atvl 

bnnemeoni  embraced  In   the  Jodi^n 

appealed  IVom,  together  with  tlS  to  a 

the  appeal       ■  -' 


-baDdllMiv 


itofthejgatica 


andertaking  to  paj  the  ooeta  awartod  ia 
the  court  below,  together  with  all  coku 
and  doDiogea  which  maj'  be  awaidnl 
ngainet  him  on  the  appeal  in  thia  court. 
(hderdoidi  T.  Emrnoaa,  601 

£3.  But  the  deposit  or  undcrtaklog  tliun 
requirvd  bf  ecction  3S4  does  not  opcrnlt' 
to  it«y  erocmioii  oq  tlie  judginoi.i  np- 
pealed  from.  If  sucti  a  Kay  ii  dceirtsl.  -.ui 
uodertaking  must  bi>  given,  aa  preernbt'il 
by  KClioa  356,  to  the  eOtfCt  that  if  iii'.> 
Judgment  bo  nffiniied,  aod  execuliou 
llicnion  bo  roliinii'd  iiiiBalisfled,  in  v  :  ■■'■■ 
or  (lart,  (he  auretiea  will  puj  tbo  aninuni 
nosatisllud.  Cpoa  the  flisl  i)Ddertik.iii^ 
the  liability  of  the  Buretiea  ii  fixed  lU- 
It  thejudgraentia  afBrmed;  Vmou 


the  01 


joiitial  tl 


24.  On  an  aEBrnunce.  a  judgnwut  u> 
that  eOcct  U  enturcd  in  the  apU'Ibii.- 
oourt,  with  the  coats  of  the  appeal ;  and 
to  collect  such  costi^  an  execution  laay 
be  inued,  or  llie  undertaking  fint  jrivcn 
under  (oction  3111  may  be  proeecuted.  ir 
tho  procoudingB  od  the  judgment  appaUed 
ttvta  liHTD  been  stayed  by  an  underiuJii 


o  3S6,  IL 


,»nJa 


2G.  The  "damage*"  mentJooed  ia  Mfr 
tion  3S4  qtpliea  lo  tboM  caaea  wher^  on 
an  appeal,  ateeOTeijiB  had  by  one  pain' 
and  ooet8awai4edtatheother(ieeg310), 
and  a  aet-off  it  ordered  and  Judgment 
given  in  the  appellate  court  for  the  bal- 
ance ;  audi  b^ance,  if  against  the  appel- 
lant, would  be  in  the  natar-  '  ' 
^;aiiut  him  apoD  appeal. 

i',.  After  an  appeal  IVom  the  Uarine  or 

di.'iirlci  mnrta  bai  been  onoe  noticed  for 
urjfiiiiK'iii  by  either  party,  and  regnlari; 

|il,ic.-..-<l  ,i!ithe  calendar,  it  remains  there- 
Dii  v.iijjimt  further  notice,  and  until 
riiiiili- ilinpoecd  of  by  the  court.     TVirw- 


,  An  ^ipeaJIhim  adiatrictcoort  wai 

I'd  fiw  argument,  and  placed  on  the 
ii,ir  tiy  tho  appellant.  On  the  cue 
[  LMlled  it  a  aabeequent  term,  the 

Bpi>.  lliLiic  not  appearing,  the  judgment 
ile<l  from  waa  afflrined  b*  d^ult, 
utiuii  of  (be  reepondent,  and  witltont 
Vrouf  being  reqaind  of  lila  having 
I'd  itie  appeal  for  argnmentj  BeU, 

reguhit.  Ibid. 

Bee  EvatKKSM,  13, 
JuuBDianoi,  T. 
Jtmov^  GoDST  Psicnci^  1, 

LAKDLaU)  AMD  TMMAKT,  t, 

NiwTxLu,  L 
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ARKBST. 

1.  Prior  to  the  Gcde,  ft  husband  might 
be  arreated  for  a  tort  committed  by  his 
wife,  waa  bound  to  put  in  liail  for  both, 
and  after  judgment  she  might  be  charged 
in  execution  with  him ;  but  if  arreated  be- 
fore, she  would  be  discharged  upon  proof 
of  her  coverture. 

The  law  in  this  respect  has  not  been 
changed  by  the  provisiona  of  the  Code. 
Solomon  v.  Wdas^  179 

2.  Where  the  right  to  arrest  the  de- 
fendant is  derived  ut>m  the  nature  of  the 
action—^.  g.y  -where  the  action  ia  againat 
an  agent  for  the  conversion  of  goods  de- 
livered to  him  to  sell  upon  commission — 
the  defendant  will  not  be  allowed,  upon 
a  motion  to  discharge  ftom  arrest^  to  in- 
troduce afBdavita  to  prove  that  no  cause 
of  action  exists.  JbuL 

3.  An  order  of  arrest  must  relate  to 
the  wholo  cause  of  action  preaented  bj 
tne  complaint,  and  not  to  onl  j  a  part  of  it 

Where  a  complaint  alleges  a  cause  of 
action  for  which  an  order  of  arrest  had 
been  previously  obtained ;  and  an  ordin- 
ary demand  arising  on  contract|  for  whidi 
no  arrest  would  be  granted ;  Hddf  that 
by  thus  uniting  causes  of  action,  to  both 
of  wliioh  tiie  order  did  not  extend,  the 
right  to  the  order  of  arrest  was  waived. 
iMmberir.  Snow,  ftOl 

See  Tort,  2. 


ASSAULT  AND  BATTBBT. 

See  Ck)KPLAi]nr,  1. 
Rapb,  1. 


ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  An  assignment  ft>r  the  benefit  of 
creditors,  with  or  without  preferences, 
made  by  one  or  more  members  of  a  firm, 
witiiout  the  ooDsent,  ooocurrence,  or 
authority  of  all,  ia  void.  What  consti- 
tutes such  an  authority,  considered.  Keh 
Ml  V.  Baker,  &31 

See  ATTOBHrr  ahd  Oubnt,  2. 
CuoBis  IN  Acnox,  1. 
Ikboltemts,  1. 
SiT-oiT,  i; 


ATTi  CHMBNT. 

1.  The  official  return  by  a  constable,  oc 
proceedings  under  an  attachment  issued 
by  a  justice  of  the  Marine  Court  under  the 
non-imprisonment  act,  should  specify  the 
manner  in  which  the  writ  has  been  exe- 
cuted, and,  in  addition,  specifically  state 
whether  a  copy  was  or  was  not  personally 
served  on  the  defendant  named  in  it  If 
the  defendant  cannot  be  found  in  the  coun- 
ty, then  it  should  show  that  the  constable 
left  a  certified  copy  of  the  attachment  and 
inventory  at  the  defendant's  last  place  of 
residence^  specifying  it  Waits  v.  Wil- 
leH,  212 

2.  Where  the  affidavits,  on  which  the 
attachment  was  issued,  showed  that  the 
defendant  resided  in  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York,  at  No.  64  First  street,  and 
the  return  of  the  constable  stated,  that  be- 
cause he  could  not  find  the  defendant,  he 
left  a  copy  of  the  attachment  and  inven- 
tory with  a  person,  in  whose  possession 
he  found  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  de- 
fendant^  at  No.  252  Washington  street 
Hdd,  that  the  attachment  was  not  served 
in  the  manner  required  by  statute,  and  the 
constable  acquired  no  right  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  property,  nor  any  right  of 
action  respecting  it  ^id, 

3.  Such  a  return  will  not  authorize  the 
plaintiff  to  proceed  to  trial  upon  the  re- 
turn day  of  the  attachment  And  al- 
though Uie  voluntary  appearance  of  the 
defendant  at  that  time  is  suffideut  to  con- 
fer upon  the  justice  jurisdiction  to  pro- 
ceed to  trial  and  judgment,  that  act  does 
not  make  an  incomplete  service  of  the  at- 
tachment perfect  in  law,  aa  against  exe- 
cutions levied  by  the  sheritf  in  favor  of 
other  oreditore.  It  is  the  nrvieo  of  the 
attachment  which  places  goods  taken  un- 
der it  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  creates 
a  valid  lien,  which  a  subsequent  execu- 
tion cannot  remove.  i^tdL 


ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  Tba  authority  of  an  attorn^  to  i^ 
pear  may  be  inferred  from  circumstances 
^«iioh,  for  example,  as  that  be  waa  the 
attorney  of  the  defendant  in  other  mat- 
ters, and  that,  at  Uie  time  of  serving  the 
notioe  of  appearance,  be  informed  the  de- 
fendant that  he  had  done  so^  and  the  de- 
fendant expressed  no  objection.  Bogar^ 
dui  V.  £A9ingtionf  236 
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1.  During  the  progrc«  of  an  action 
against  an  inaoWent,  he  agreed  with  his 
attorneys  that  the  costs  which  might  be 
recovered  in  the  suit  should  beloog  to 
theoL  He  sobeequentlj  prevailed  in  the 
action,  and  had  a  judgment  ibr  costa^ 
which  be  assigned  to  the  attorneys ;  Hdi^ 
L  That  such  an  assignmeot  was  valid. 
II.  That  the  judgment  belonged  U>  the 
attorneja,  and  was  not  the  subject  of  a 
set-off  againsta  judgment  of  the  plsintiff, 
previously  recovered  against  the  insol- 
vent    Ety  V.  Cook,  406 

3.  In  the  absence  of  any  proof  to  the 
contrary,  this  court  will,  upon  an  appeal, 
assume  that  a  person  appearing  for  a  de- 
fendant in  a  district  ooort,  was  aotboriaed 
so  to  do,  as  his  attorney  or  agent  Oak- 
ley V.  Th0  Workmgwnm'B  U.  R  So^y,  48T 


BAIH 
See  HuBBAKD  Ajn)  Wm^  L 


BAins^ 

See  iNDOBfiEB,  1. 


BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE. 
See  Pkomissobt  Nom  aitd  Bills  op  Ex- 

GHAKQB. 

BOND. 
See  PROinssoRT  Notes  avd  Bills  or 

EXCHAKGB,  6. 

BROKERAGE. 

1.  T.,  the  owner  of  certain  real  estate, 
agreed  with  Uo.,  a  broker,  to  pay  him  a 
commissioQ  if  he  would  procure  a  pur 
chaser  for  the  property  by  a  qieoifled  day 
On  tliat  day,  Ho.  mformed  T.  that  he  was 
unable  to  procure  a  purchaser.  He  after- 
wards informed  Hi^  another  broker,  that 
the  lots  were  for  sale.  HL  procured  a  pur- 
chaser, but  T.  refused  to  pay  him  any 
oommiasions,  aud  HL  received  his  com- 

Einsaticn  from  the  purchaser.    J/e/d;  that 
o.  was  not  eutitleid  to  recover  commis- 


sions from  T.  L  Tba  MDplojment  of  Hm 
by  T.  was  at  an  end  at  tl^  time  when  be 
informed  T.  that  he  was  not  able  to  pro- 
cure a  purchaser.  IL  Nor  did  he,  in  ikcC, 
procure  the  purchaser.  He  merely  in- 
formed  another  broker  that  the  defendant 
had  the  lots  for  sale,  and  that  broker  pro- 
cured the  parohsanr  Hoiky  v.  Joww- 
cad;  34 

1.  A  party  ia  not  eotitled  to  recover  a 
commission  from  the  owner  of  real  prop- 
erty for  informing  a  broker  that  such  prop- 
erty is  for  sale,  although  a  purchaser  ii 
afterwards  procored  by  such  broker.  Ibid. 

3.  C,  tha  owner  of  a  hoiae,  put  it  into 
the  hands  of  both  a.  A  L.,  broker^  tat 
sale,  agreeing  to  give  a  oommiminn  to 
whichever  of  them  aold  it.  One  F.  wu 
introduced  to  CL  throngih  the  interveatioa 
of  Gn  And  looked  at  the  bouae;  hot  noth- 
ing resulted  from  the  interview.  L  after 
wards  biongfatF.  and  GL  together,  and  ae- 
gotiatioos  were  oontinaed  between  thea 
some  time;  G.  finally  made  an  oflerof 
sale^  which  F.relosed  to  accept;  the  nego- 
tiations were  given  upi  and  L.  himaelf 
gave  up  attempting  to  effect  abaigain  be- 
tween them.  Through  the  interventioa  of 
G.,  however,  they  were  brought  together 
again,  and  a  sale  waa  finally  effected  upon 
the  same  terms  which  F.  had  previously 
declined  to  accede  ta  HM,  that  L.  wss 
not  entitled  to  commissions  as  broker. 
Ludlow  V.  Carman^  lOt 

4.  If  a  broker  finds  a  purdiaser  aod 
puts  him  in  communication  with  the  seller, 
and  the  parties  think  proper  to  take  the 
matter  out  of  his  hands  and  cany  on  the 
negotiation  themselves,  the  broker  earns 
his  commissions  if  a  sale  ia  afterwards 
effected.  But  in  this  case  L.  could  not  be 
said  to  have  found  the  purchaser.  He 
merely  brought  parties  together  who  had 
been  together  already.  Nor  did  he  effect 
a  sale.  The  sale  waa  eflfeoted  through  the 
efforts  of  G.,  after  the  negotiations  bad 
been  abandoned  by  ii:  and  G.  alone  was 
entitled  to  oommissiorui  iM 

Sea  GoiiMiS8iOM& 


GHATTELa 

1.  The  defendants  agreed  to  sell  a  ww- 
ing  machine  to  Strauss  for  $150,  $50 
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being  pftid  in  cash,  and  the  balance  to  be 
paid  In  monthlj  instalments,  it  beinff 
agreed  that  the  sewing  machine  should 
coutinne  the  property  of  the  defendants 
until  Ailly  paid  for,  and  that,  if  not  paid 
for,  the  defendants  might  retake  poeses- 
sion  of  it,  and  in  snch  case  the  partial 
pa^rmenta  made  thereon  to  be  forfeited. 
UtUL,  I.  That,  as  between  the  defendants 
and  Strauss,  the  title  to  the  machine  did 
not  Teet  in  the  latter  until  he  had  paid 
the  price  amed  upon.  II.  But  that  the 
agreement  aid  not  affect  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser of  the  article,  without  notice  of  the 
conditions  upon  which  its  possession  was 
acquired  from  the  owner.  Stadyarday. 
Sinfferf  96 

3.  Sewing  machines  haying  become  an 
ordinary  household  chattel,  in  respect  to 
which  the  only  indicia  of  ownership  is  in 
most  oases  the  being  in  possession ;  where 
such  possession  has  been  acquired  from 
the  owner  by  his  voluntary  act,  and  with- 
out fraud ;  a  purchaser  in  good  fitith,  and 
for  a  ihir  consideration,  from  a  party  deriv* 
ing  possession  from  the  yendor,  without 
notice  of  the  conditions  of  the  original  de- 
liyery,  acquires  a  yalid  title,  and  is  to  be 
protected  even  as  agamst  the  original 
owner.  find. 

3.  In  an  action  by  a  mortgagee  of  chat- 
tels to  recoyer  the  yalue  of  a  part  of  the 
mortgaged  property,  wrongfully  taken 
from  the  possession  of  the  mortgagor,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  allege  in  the  com- 
plaint that  the  mortgage  was  duly  tiled 
in  the  county  where  the  property  was 
situated.  The  provisions  of  the  Uevised 
Statutes  respecting  the  filing  of  chattel 
mortgages,  are  for  tlie  protection  of  the 
creditors  of  the  mortgagor,  and  purchas- 
ers in  good  ^th,  and  not  for  the  benefit 
of  wrongdoers    Masea  v.  Walker^        636 


CHOSBS  IN  ACTION. 

1.  A  chose  in  action  may  be  transferred 
by  parol  as  well  as  by  writing,  and  a  blank 
indorsement  upon  a  written  instrument 
not  a  promissory  note,  is  sufficient  to  pass 
■11  interest  in  it     Sexton  y.  Fleet,       477 


COMMISSIONS. 

I.  C.  applied  to  B.,  in  writing,  to  pro- 
cure him  a  loan  of  $7,000  on  two  liouscs 
and  lota— $4^000  on  one,  and  $3,000  on 


the  other.  Nothing  was  said  in  the  ap- 
plication as  X  whether  one  or  two  mort- 
gages would  be  given,  but  C.  verbally 
stated  that  the  money  could  be  put  in  one 
or  two  mortgages,  as  the  lender  desired. 
B.  found  a  person  willing  to  loan  $7,000 
on  one  mortgage,  but  the  loan  was  neycr 
made,  owing  to  C.'s  ref\i8al  to  accept  it 
unless  upon  separate  mortgages.  Iltld, 
I.  That  B.  had  performed  his  service,  and 
was  entitled  to  his  commission  for  procur- 
ing the  loan.  IL  That  it  was  immaterial 
that  B.  acted  in  the  matter  through  an 
agent — the  latter  having  sworn  that  he 
was  the  agent  of  B.,  and  so  estopped  him- 
self from  interposing  any  claim  to  the 
conuniasions.     Coming  y.  Ooiver^         66 

2.  The  plaintiff,  a  broker,  being  prom* 
ised  a  specified  commission  for  efl'ecting  a 
sale  of  segars,  procured  an  offer  of  $3.60 
per  thousand  on  credit  of  six  months,  or 
$3.00  per  thousand  cash,  which  he  com- 
municfl^  to  his  principals.  They  re- 
frised  to  sell  under  $3.80.  Ho  then  pro- 
cured an  offer  of  $3.60  cash ;  but,  bcSbre 
he  had  communicated  it  to  his  principals, 
another  broker  had  procured  an  offer,  from 
the  same  purchasers,  of  $3.37  cash,  and 
they  had  accepted  it  Edd^  I.  That  the 
plaintiff  had  not  earned  his  commissions. 
II.  That  when  the  price  or  limit  of  $3.80 
per  thousand  was  fixed,  it  was  equivalent 
to  contracting  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the 
commissions  agreed  on,  when  he  effected 
a  sale  at  that  price.  III.  The  contract 
being  special,  unless  a  sale  was  effected 
according  to  its  terms,  no  action  could  be 
maintained  upon  it    Jacobe  y.  £b(^,  133 

See  Bboksbaob. 


COMMISSION  TO  TAKE  TESTIMONY. 

1.  Although  it  is  usual  to  allow  a  com- 
mission to  examine  foreign  witnesses  as 
a  matter  of  course,  where  no  stay  is  de- 
sired, yet,  upon  settling  the  interrogato- 
ries, it  is  the  duty  of  the  Jndge,  if  required, 
to  allow  only  such  as  relate  to  the  issues 
to  be  tried  in  the  action.  The  settlement 
of  interrogatories  is  equiyalent  to  passing 
upon  questions  propounded  to  a  witness 
when  called  to  testify  «t  the  triaL  Mac 
doruddr.  Garriaon,  610 

2.  In  an  action  to  recover  for  senrioes 
rendered  in  the  employment  of  the  de- 
fendants, it  was  conceded  that  certain  in- 
terrogatories proposed  on  their  part  to  for- 
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eign  witneflsefl,  were  for  the  purpose  of 
showiog  that  the  plaintiff,  ndany  years 
proTiooB  to  his  emplojmexit,  hid  been 
guiltv  of  specific  acts  of  bad  conduct 
which  were  criminal,  or  morally  wrong. 
Jldd.  that  tlie  allowance  of  such  inter- 
rogatories  was  properly  refUsed  by  the 
Judge.  iZrtd 


COMMON  CARRIEB. 

1.  A  common  carrier  is  one  who,  for  a 
reward,  undertakes  to  cany  goods  for  per- 
sons generally,  as  a  public  employment. 
It  is  the  receipt  of,  or  the  right  to,  the 
freight  or  charge  for  the  carriage  of  goods, 
together  with  the  public  nature  of  their 
employment,  that  constitutes  them  com- 
mon carriers.  Place  y.  Union  Express 
Company,  19 

2.  The  U.  Express  Ca  reoeired  certain 
boxes  of  fruit,  which  they  agreed,  by  a 
receipt  in  Tvritbg,  to  deliver  at  the  depot 
at  M.  within  twelve  days,  on  paj-ment  of 
fivight,  stipulating  against  accidents  and 
casualties  beyond  tlieir  control,  and  par- 
ticularly that  their  guaranty  of  spedal  dis- 
patch should  not  cover  cases  of  uiiavoid- 
ablo  or  extraordinary  casualty.    Tliey  also 
stipulated  that  fruit  should  be  at  the 
owners   risk   of  transportation,  lomling, 
and  unloading ;  that  tJiey  would  not  he 
liable  for  injury  to  any  articles  of  freight, 
durin;^:  the  course  of  transportation,  occa- 
noned  by  the  weather,  or  accidental  de- 
lays, or  natural  tendency  to  decay ;  that 
tliey  would  pay  firo  cents  per  100  pounds 
for  each  day  tlie  goods  were  delayed  be- 
yond coiitruct  time,  and  that  all  claims  for 
damages,  Ac,  should  be  presented  for  wt- 
tlemeiit  at  their  oflRfe  in  New  York.   They 
shipped  the  fruit  so  received  to  M.,  the 
place  of  its  destination,  via  the  N.  Y.  C. 
ttR.  and  the  G.  W.  Rll.,  witli  which  roads 
alone  they  had  on}'  arrangements  for  trans- 
portation.   For  nearly  two  months  prior 
to  their  taking  the  fruit  in  question,  tlie 
O.  W.  RR.  Ck>.  had  been  unable  to  receive 
freiuht  as  fast  as  the  N.  Y.  C.  ER.  deliv- 
erod  it,  and,  in  consequence,  there  was  a 
mat  accumulation  of  it,  and  a  delay  of  at 
least  ten  days,  on  the  average,  in  the 
transportation.    The  fruit  in  queaUon  was, 
in  consequence,  delayed  over  twenty  days 
upon  the  route,  and  was  nearly  ruined  by 
decay  wiien  ic  reached  M.    There  was 
another  road  by  which  the  fruit  might 
have  l)een  sent,  but  the  U.  Express  Ca 
had  no  arrangements  for  transportation 


with  that  road.  In  an  aokioii  agaimt  the 
U.  Expreai  Ca  to  recover  damagei  for  the 
iojuiy  to  the  fruit,  hdd, — 

L  That  the  defeodanta*  agreement  to 
deliver  the  freight  received,  acoording  to 
the  oonditioDB  of  their  tarifl^  Hanriflratifm, 
and  rule&  rendered  them  liable  as  r^mnujn 
carriers  for  the  aafe  carriage  and  deUveiy 
of  the  gooda,  and  aoljeeted  them  to  tbe 
liability  incident  to  that  emplojment,  ex- 
cept 80  far  as  it  waa  limited  by  ei^R« 
stipulation. 

IL  That  proof  by  the  oonaignee  that  be 
did  not  receive  the  goods  within  the  thne 
specified,  coupled  with  evidence  that  a 
part  of  them  did  not  arrive^  wii  nflkMot 
evidence  of  the  failure  of  the  defendaati 
to  deliver  at  the  depot  at  M.,  to  throw  oo 
tltem  the  oatif  of  showing  whoo  tbe  frail 
did  arrive  at  the  depoL  It  was  a  msttei 
peculiarly  within  their  knowledge^  and 
slight  evideDos  on  tbe  part  of  the  plaiatifl 
was  therefore  suAeieDt  to  throw  on  theq 
the  burden  of  prooC 

IIL  That  the  defendants  wore  lisUefia 
the  decay  of  the  fhiit.  The  dsose  pro 
viding  that  they  should  not  be  liable  kt 
natural  decay,  must  be  nnderstood  sa  a|> 
plying  to  decay  to  which  tbe  fruit  BUgbt 
bo  subject  during  the  prescribed  tinn 
within  which  the  defendants  nndsrtook 
to  deliver  it  at  M.,  not  to  such  as  was  oo 
casioued  by  the  dofendanta*  delay. 

IV.  That  the  clause  providing  that  ths 
defendants  should  pay  five  cents  per  100 
pounds  for  every  day  the  goods  were  de- 
layed beyond  the  time  fixed  by  the  con- 
tract for  delivenr,  did  not  limit  tbe  Itabil- 
ity  of  the  defendants  thereta  They  were 
liable  in  that  amount  whether  the  plaintiff 
suffered  any  loss  by  the  delay  or  not,  and 
were  also  liable  for  any  actoal  damage  to 
tlio  fruit  occasioned  by  audi  delay.  That 
clause  in  the  agreement  applied  only  to 
cases  where  tbe  property  was  delivered 
uninjured,  but  alter  the  contract  time. 

y.  That  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
defendants*  liability,  to  present  the  **i^^ni 
for  settlement  to  them,  at  their  office  in 
New  York.  In  order  to  avail  theoMelves 
of  any  defence  arising  ooder  the  clause  of 
the  contract  providmg  for  such  demand, 
it  was  necessary  for  them  to  plead  a  readi- 
ness to  pay  the  amount  of  damages  at  such 
place,  and  follow  it  up  by  a  tender  of  the 
amount  in  court 

yi.  That  the  facts  shown  as  being  the 
cause  of  the  delay  did  not  peove  that  it 
was  the  result  of  an  aocident  or  casualty 
beyond  the  defendants*  oontioL    It  was 
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ilieir  doty  to  have  known  the  conditions 
and  possibilitioe  of  transportation  upon 
tho  routes  over  which  they  were  acous- 
tomad  to  transport  their  goods,  before  en- 
terinir  into  a  contraot  to  delirer  \iithin  a 
specified  number  of  days;  especially  so 
when  the  cause  of  the  detention  was  a 
disarrangement  and  want  of  facDities 
upon  one  of  the  roads  not  of  a  sudden 
deTelopmen^  or  of  a  temporary  duration, 
but  one  that  had  existed  for  some  time 
prior  to  their  making  the  contracts    Ibid, 

3.  Wliere  there  is  a  special  contract  to 
earry  within  a  presanbei  time^  the  carrier 
is  held  to  a  rigid  performanco  of  it,  and  is 
not  excused  even  by  inevitable  necessity 
unless  be  has  provided  agaiost  it  by  posi- 
tive stipoUtion.  JUd. 

4.  Where  goods  are  entrusted  to  a  com- 
mon carrier,  accompanied  with  a  bill  and 
instructions  not  to  deliver  the  goods  un- 
ices paid  therefor  by  the  consignee,  he  is 
liable  to  the  consignor  (or  a  delivery  with- 
out payment  being  ezactod.  By  thus  as- 
suming to  act  with  the  goods  as  his  own, 
he  is  answerabln  for  their  value ;  but  he 
may  discharge  himself  from  liability  by 
procuring  their  return.    Tookar  v.  Gormer, 

71 

6.  a  uema  that  an  endorsement  upon 
the  bill,  "*  Please  collect  the  bill,'*  is  a 
mere  request,  witli  which  tho  carrier  may 
or  Bwy  not  comply ;  and  is  noc,  of  itsc^ 
sulBcient  evidence  of  an  undertaking  or 
agreement  on  his  part  not  to  deliver  the 
goods  unless  paid  for.  lUd, 


6.  A  common  carrier  undertakes  to  de- 
liver the  goods  entrusted  to  him  under  all 
events,  unless  they  are  lost  by  the  act  of 
Qod,  or  the  pobUc  enemies;  and  he  can 
maintain  no  action  Atr  fineight,  unlen  he 
has  Ailly  performed  bis  contract  Proof]  sequences. 
of  delivery  to  the  consignee  is  essential  to 
the  carrier*s  action  for  freight. 

Where  tho  transportation  is  by  water, 
the  proper  place  of  delivery  is  on  the 
wbari;  upon  due  cetioe  to  tlie  coiutoiee 
of  the  time  and  place  of  deliveiy.  What 
k  fufficiout  notice— oonsiderod.  JUfwUmd 
▼.  MOk,  160 


7.  If  the  consignee  is  absent,  dead,  or 
cannot  be  found ;  or  if  he  neglects  or  re- 
AiMs  to  receive  the  goods ;  the  carrier,  to 
discharge  himself  flrom  liability,  may  place 
them  in  sioro  with  a  rtfiponsible  person,  at 
the  riffk,  cost,  and  charge  of  the  owner. 

VoL.II. 


He  cannot  abandon  the  goods  upon  the 
wharC  If  he  does  ao^  be  is  responsible  to 
tlie  owner  for  their  loss  or  iojuiy.     Ibid, 

8.  If  the  carrier  relies  upon  a  local 
usage  u  controlling  the  question  of  suf- 
ficiency of  delivery,  such  local  usage  must 
be  affirmatively  established  by  proof  at 
the  triaL  The  court  will  not  asiume  that 
a  usage  exists  in  contravention  of  the  well 
estab&sbed  general  rule  in  respect  to  the 
duties  of  carriers  by  land  or  water,  upon 
the  authority  of  a  single  caae^  in  which 
such  a  usage  has  been  proved  and  acted 
upon.  Hid. 

9.  A  carrier  cannot  excuse  the  non-per- 
formance of  his  contraot  to  deliver,  by 
showing  that  he  wss  prevented  fVom  mak- 
ing the  delivery  by  an  illegal  and  un- 
authorized act  of  a  public  oflkser.  If  he 
relies,  as  an  excuse  fl^not  delivering,  upon 
the  interruption  or  prohibition  of  a  land- 
ing and  deuveiy  of  goods  by  some  penon 
or  power  invested  with  legal  authority  to 
pixmibit  their  landmg  or  deliveiy,  he  must 
establish  tliat  the  person  or  power,  so  in- 
terrupting or  preventing  a  delivery,  had 
legal  authority  so  to  do.  Ibid. 

10.  When  goods  are  taken  out  of  the 
cuslodv  of  a  cauier  by  a  public  oflicer, 
U|>on  the  false  assumption  tliathe  had  the 
right  so  to  take  them,  such  officer  is  re- 
sponsible to  the  carrier  for  any  loss  or  in- 
juries he  mi^  (iustain  by  reason  of  his 
oonsequont  inability  to  complete  his  con- 
tract and  deliver  the  goods.  And,  in  such 
a  case,  It  is  tho  duty  of  the  carrier  to  fol- 
low the  nrpperty,  and  soe  that  it  is  duly 
deliverM  to  the  consignee ;  or,  if  he  is 
unable  to  obtain  possession  tliereofj  so  as. 
to  make  such  dehvcry,  then  it  his  duty  to 
hold  the  person,  who  has  taken  the  goods 
out  of  his  custody,  responsible  for  the  con- 

Ibid. 


See  EzFRns  CoMPAjan. 

SUIOCOKB,  1. 

coincoN  cotnrani. 


Bee  Nxw  Tobk  Citt. 


OOKPLAHrr. 


1.  A  complaint  in  an  action  by  a  female 
alleged  '*  that  the  defendant,  with  force 
and  arms,  ill  treated  and  made  an  assauU 

39 
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Qpoa  ber,  and  tfacB  and  tliert  detModied 
and  cunafly  knew  bcr."    iieli^  upon  d»> 


0    00NFBSSI05  OF  JUDGHKKT. 


Burrer.  a  miMaeDV  aTCTment  of  an  aa-| 
aault  ikitd  batterr. 

Per  Harov,  J^  diflMnfting. — ^In  the  ab-  - 
■eooe  of  the  material  avvnncnt  in  the 
oomplaint,  that  the  pbuntUT  was  raTished 
wiiliout  her  oonaent^  the  action  aboold  be 
ooiuii'iored  as  haring  been  bnnigtat  for  ae- 1 
ductioD :  and  which  cannot  be  maintained . 
bj  t^i6  party  aedooed.  Eoemg  t.  AoO;  323  \ 

I 

2.  A  complaint  it  aalBcient  if  an  aTer-  - 
nent  of  a  good  cauae  of  acckm  can  be  i 
gstUiered  fiom  iL  Tlie  only  objections, 
■tliat  can  be  taken  to  a  oomplsint  at  tJie  I 
itrial  fare,  that  it  does  not  ahow  a  caoae  of 
action,  or  that  the  conrt  haa  not  Joriadic- 
tkm  of  the  case.  Wintermnr.  The  Eighth 
JLv.  RK,  389 

8.  Jo  an  actioD  against  a  railroad  com- 
pany for  injuries  caosed  by  the  act  of  one 
of  their  conducton^  tlie  complaint,  after 
stating  the  manner  In  whien  the  injury 
occurred,  alleged  that  the  conductor  acted 
negligently,  and  also  tliat  by  bis  wilftihiesi 
and  gross  neglect  he  caosed  the  ii^uiy. 
Udd,  1.  lliat  if  Uie  complaint  was  bad 
(or  duplicity,  the  defect  could  ouly  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  a  demnrror.  II. 
■Buch  a  defect  constitates  no  ground  fbr  a  j 
uou-suit  at  the  trial  Ibid. 

4.  Where  a  complaint  alleges  a  cause  of 
■action  for  which  ao  order  of  arrest  had 
been  previously  obtained ;  and  an  ordi- 
nary demand  aridngon  contract,  for  which 
no  arrest  would  be  granted ;  i/ek,  tliat  by 
thus  uniting  causes  of  action,  to  both  of 
which  the  order  did  not  extend,  tlie  right 
to  the  order  of  arrest  was  waived.  Lm- 
hirt  ▼.  Snow,  601 

SeeDiMUBftKR. 

Married  Women,  i,  5. 
Summons,  2. 

TOET,  1,  3. 


1.  A  jodgBMDt  by  oonfteBOB  was  efr 
tered  upon  the  fiiUowiBg  latement  of  in- 
debtedness: let  Theaumof  $L50t.fcr 
cash  borrowed  flrom  ame  to  tiioe,  fiir  wiuch 
tlie  pluntiflf  holda  the  defendant's  note. 
Sd.  That  the  plaintiff  had  asBomedfiir  the 
defendant  tlie  payment  of  $2,000,  for 
wfaidi  he  had  giTen  tbe  pkaintifr  tvo 
Doles.  ifeU,  that  this  was  not  a  eoncM 
statement  of  the  fiu!la  out  of  which  the 
indebtedneas  aroae,  and  therefore  it  d'4 
not  aotborise  the  entiy  of  «  judpnect 
upon  it    Sf  T.  Cbal^  40C 

0 

2.  A  judgment  thus  entered,  however. 

is  eoDcholTe  and  vralid  against  the  party 
Budring  the  confession.  /%r  Dalt,  Fmt 
Jydge.  Rid. 


COMSIDKKATION. 


See  GiuBjjrnr,  1. 
Lakdlobdavd 


TftVAMT,  1 


COMPBOIUSB. 

1.  To  enable  a  debtor  to  avail  himself 
of  a  composition  agreement  with  his  cred 
itor,  extending  the  time  of  payment  of 
the  debt  flued  upon,  it  is  necessary  for 
him  U)  mIiow  that  he  has  been  ready  at 
ail  times  to  perform  bis  part  of  tiie  cou- 
tract     Vf'arlurg  v.  Wiicojn,  1 18 


See  Accord  and  SAi-ihir\cTiON|  1. 


00N8TABLS. 

1.  Id  an  actkm  against  a  constable  icr 
failure  to  return  an  execution  iwued  lo 
him  and  to  pay  the  amount  ooliected.  it 
appeared  that  tbe  defendant,  aAer  rpi-o  r- 
iug  the  execution,  dehTered  it  to  another 
constable,  who  made  the  money  upon  it, 
and  offered  it  to  pbintiff,  leas  'a  cettsin 
sum  which  plaintiff  had  agreed  lo  i«t 
him  for  making  the  eoDection.  Hdd,  thai 
Dotwitlistanding  these  (acts,  the  plaintiiT 
was  entitled  to  reooTer.    Domu  v.  JVc- 

0 

2.  When  an  executkNi  fia  duly  isstied  to 
a  constable,  It  beoomea  fate  duty  to  exe- 
cute it  in  person.  He  has  no  power  to 
substitute  another  constaMe  in  his  pbtoe. 

Ibid. 
0 

8.  Whether,  under  sectikm  6T  of  the 
District  Courts  Act,  (1  Laws  of  1861,  t07j, 
a  constable  is  liable  for  a  mere  neglect  to 
return  an  execution,  where  he  hM  not 
made  anything  upon  it,  ynorv.  iML 

0 

4.  An  actkm  against  the  sureties  upon 
tlte  oflBcisl  bond  of  a  oonstablo  erf*  the  dty 
of  New  York,  given  pursuant  to  tbe  r^ 
quirements  of  §  147  of  2  Berised  Laws 
ol'  1813,  (p.  397),  to  recover  for  a  wrongs 
All  act  done  by  the  constable  in  his  ofi- 
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oial  capAdty;  most  be  proseoated  in  the 
name  of  the  mayoFf  aldermen  and  com- 
moDaltj  of  the  city  of  New  York.  The 
bond  being  given  to  the  mayor,  &c.,  of 
New  York,  for  the  benefit  of  any  person 
aggrieved  by  the  official  miaoondact  of  the 
constable,  they  are  '*  trustees  of  an  ex- 
press trust "  within  the  meaning  of  ^  113 
of  the  Code,  and  may  sue  without  joming 
with  them  tho  person  for  whose  benefit 
the  Boit  18  proaecuted.  Mayor^  <fiMx,  ^ 
New  York  v.  Brtli^  660 

0 
5.  In  such  an  action  it  ia  not  necessary 

for  the  plaintiff  to  show,  at  the  trial,  that 

leave  of  the  court  has  been  obtained  to 

prosecute  the  bond.  If  such  leave  has  not 

been  obtained,  the  omission  can  only  be 

taken  advantage  of  by  the  defendant,  by 

a  motion  to  the  court  to  set  aside  the 

procceiings  in  the  action. 

Quarty — whether  this  motion  can  be 

made  after  a  trial  and  verdict  ?         Ihid. 

See  Attaohmxvt,  I,  2,  3. 

BXPLSYIN,  1. 


OONTEMPT. 

See  Appsal,  4. 


CONTRACT. 

1.  To  maintain  an  action  on  contract, 
it  must  appear  that  the  plaintiff  is  tho 
only  person  pos^ssed  of  any  ownorthip 
or  iuterest  in  the  demand ;  so  that,  on  a 
recovery  and  subsequent  payment,  all 
rights  of  action  in  respect  to  it  will  bo 
barred  as  against  the  defendant.  MiUa  v. 
Pearson^  16 

0 

2.  The  proprietors  of  a  newspaper  pub- 
lished a  Btaiiding  notice^  inviting  volun- 
tary corrodpondence  contidning  important 
news,  promising,  if  they  uaed  any  such 
when  so  furnialied,  that  it  would  be  libe- 
rally paid  for.  In  consequence  of  this  no- 
tice, an  article  of  a  pulitiool  character,  pur- 
porting to  contain  statistics  of  the  views 
of  people  in  different  parts  of  the  country 
respecting  the  Presidential  candidates  at 
the  then  coming  election,  wna  prepared, 
and  sent  with  a  request  thut  if  it  was  not 
desired,  to  return  it,  that  the  writer  might 
get  a  market  for  it  elsewhere.  The  arUdo 
was  retained  and  published.  IftU,  that« 
under  the  circuinatnnces,  the  defendants, 
by  publisliing  tho  article^  ahouki  be  con- 


sidered as  admitting  it  to  be  of  the  diarao- 
ter  which  their  notice  invitod,  and  were 
liable  for  its  value.  Babcock  v.  Raymond^ 
0  61 

0 

3.  It  is  a  general  rule  of  law,  that  where 
contracts  are  reduced  to  writing,  parol  evi- 
dence will  not  be  received  to  enlarge, 
diminish,  or  in  any  way  alter  w'nat  is  ex- 
pressed in  the  writing.  But  where  it  is  ap- 
parent, upon  the  fa^  of  the  instrument, 
that  soinethUig  is  contemplated  and  agreed 
upon  by  the  parties  which  they  have  not 
defined  or  expressed  with  sufficient  clears 
nesa^  parol  proof^  connecting  the  instn- 
ment  with  its  subject  matter,  ia  alwi^ 
allowable  to  show  the  intention  of  th« 
parties 

This  rule  rests  upon  the  presumption 
that,  as  the  parties  have  reduced  their  con- 
tract to  writing;  they  have  expressed  by 
it  what  they  intended,  and  that  therefore 
nothing  should  be  received,  except  to  in- 
terpret the  writing  where  they  have  left 
what  they  meant  (^wcure,  doubtftil,  uncer- 
tain, or  not  fully  expressed.  Sale  v.  Dot' 
roghf  184 

0 

4.  But  where,  by  statute,  a  contract  is 
required  to  be  in  writing  in  order  to  be 
valid,  quuim  whether,  wliero  the  parties 
liave  failed  to  express  whut  they  meant, 
the  defect  cuu  lu  any  case  be  aided  by  a 
resort  to  parol  prooU  JbkL 

0 

6.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  price 
ag^reed  to  be  paid  for  tlie  use  of  lodging 
rooms  rented  for  a  specified  period,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  show  affirmatively  an  in- 
ability to  rout  tho  rooms  during  the  time 
the  party  hiring  refused  to  occupy  them. 
Tlie  recovery  in  such  a  case^  however, 
will  be  limited  to  the  damages  actual^ 
susiaiued,  and  where  it  is  shown  that  any 
money  has  been  or  might  have  been  ofaK 
tained  firom  the  use  of  the  room%  for  lodg- 
ing purposes,  by  otliera,  while  they  re- 
mainad  thu4  vacant,  the  recovery  will  be 
lessened  accordingly.  But  the  burden  of 
showing  that  anything  has  been,  or  might 
have  been  thus  realized,  rests  upon  the 
defendant.  The  case  of  Wiitou  v.  Martin 
(i  Denio,  602,)  exammed  and  limited. 
Oreem  v.  Wa(fgini:rf  397 

0 
6.  Where  a  building  contract  proTidos 

that  if,  duriiijT  the  progress  of  the  work, 

the  contractor  tails  to  supply  a  sufficiency 

of  workmen  or  materials,  the  owner  may 

provide  them  atter  three  di^s*  notice,  and 

deduct  the  expense  from  the  contract 


Utt4iti^  be  bwiokfr  dw  covtneur  ^r»;     12. 
4«r  f  Kv.  tod  ti»i  «ftiic«n  vm  thwifcy 
ntt^er-d  qriutcuwify.     IL  Thai  th«  re* 
cvwr^  in  PKh  acMt  vronld  b»  tk* 
mBMiitOK  oopaid  opoo  tii«  cootneC ; 
d«4uf.iirfi(  ih/b  MDuuot  exfftcded  ia  oq»  ) 
vlHuHf  tiM  vQfk,  a»d  the  mum  ilipukied 
IB  tiM  CDBtra«t  for  any  Utana  or 


;401 


qgca  f.  fMlarrf, 


T.  5.  agrw4  fDraapectfadaomto 
a  tmJMiug  for  C.  Ko  plaaa  or  apeeiflea- 
tkMM  irera  aettlad  opoo.  Fram  tba  eom- 
OMiM^nMfii  (/  the  work  to  ila  eonpletioai, 
the  er>utrar;t  hiifi  iMren,  by  mutual  oonaaat, 
mf  iiu>/ytiiritiAlIjr  and  materiallj  dapartad 
finon  tltat  it  wat  Impoaiibla,  froan  the  cri- 
dance  at  the  trial,  to  aaoertain  the  extant 
of  the  altemtioiui  in  the  ooBtraeli  which 
waa  originallr  Snteoded  to  ooBtrol  ia  the 
arac'tlori  of  the  building:  IJMd,  that  the 
oaae  iili'^uM  be  n-garded  aa  one  where  it 
had  bueii  hIiowu  tliat  the  buildiiig  waa 
erected  under  a  gefK*ral  einplojiiieDt,  and 
in  renpect  to  which  tlie  owner  waa  under 
an  implied  obligation  to  pay  what  the 
work  and  maieriala  were  laaaonably 
worth.    Smith  v.  Cht^  866 

t.  When  a  party  agrsea  to  erect  a 
bnllding  In  a  apecified  manner,  whether 
the  Hum  to  be  paid  for  it  ia  aarocd  upon 
or  not,  if  he  abendona  the  woik  before  ita 
oompletion  ho  can  rooorer  nothhig.  Or 
if  ho  fuilM  to  coimtruct  a  building  in  every 
caeeiitial  particular  in  aooordaaoa  wtUi  the 
contract,  unleae  performance  ii  wmired  by 
the  other  pvty,  no  cannot  reoorer.    /Ma. 

9.  The  udo  or  oconpatkm  of  the  building 
bv  the  owner  will  not  be  deamed  a  waiver 
of  porformance  of  the  contract,  so  u  to 
auUiorizo  an  action  to  be  maintained  upon 
it  by  the  builder.  Aid. 

10.  A  anbatantlal  compliance  witli  the 
tarms  and  oondiiiooa  agr^d  upon  for  the 
oomtructioii  of  the  building,  is  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  right  of  the  buiUtor 


upoa,  asA  hSIm  aahatantially  to 
perform  hia  oontnct,  he  can  recover  no- 
thing, and  pnetieany  forfeifca  to  the  owner 
an  that  hai  beao  dona.  Tha  rule,  how- 
ever, ihoold  only  be  applied  to  caaes 
where  the  contractor  utttfly  fiula  to  aliow 
a  fubatantial  perfbrmanca  of  hia  contract. 
TMckerr.  H^Skmut.  563 


li.  A  contract  or  obligation  may  be 
entered  into  by  a  peraon  by  any  name 
he  may  cbooae  to  in  in  in  The  law  only 
looka  to  the  identity  of  the  individual,  and 
when  that  ia  cfeariy  eatabliabed,  the  act 
will  be  bindmg  npon  htm.  FBiition  tf 
MImamok,  666 

Sea  Oomnawoiw,  2. 

OOMIfOM  OABfiUBi  1,  2|  S. 
OOIFORATIOHS,  3. 
CUBTOM,  3. 

Damages,  6. 
BnxmoB,  21* 
Mabbod  Womxh,  1, 1. 
Kbohakigb*  Lm,  S. 
8nnaBi\  1. 


comrEBaioir. 

1.  An  agent  to  whom  gooda 
truitad  to  iril  upon  <wamiMinn,  who  after- 
warda  daima  to  have  bought  IhMn  ftan 
tba  principal,  and  upon  that  gromid  re- 
Oieea  to  give  the  principal  anj  accouot  of 
what  ha  haa  dona^  or  to  ratum  the  goodi^ 
may  be  treated  aahaviiigooiiTarted  thaa^ 
iSbfomaav.  y/mn^  n9 
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8m  BsPLiTor,  1. 

Sale  and  Dxlitbbt  of  CHATraLi^  3. 
Tost,  2,  8. 

CORPORATION  OP  NEW  YORK. 

See  Nkw  York  Onx 

GORPORATION& 

1.  Ji  seema  that  mtinicipal  oorporatioos 
are  not  reeponflible  for  injuries  to  third 
persoDB  aridng  fVom  the  negligence,  want 
of  skill,  or  careleflBnen  of  oontractora,  or 
those  employed  tinder  them,  while  en- 
gaged in  the  prosecution  of  repairs  upon 
the  streets  of  the  city.  But  it  is  other- 
wise where  the  injury  is  occasioned,  not 
by  any  ikult  of  the  contractor  or  his  ser- 
vants, but  is  the  result  of  an  act  which 
the  corporation,  by  their  contract,  direct 
to  be  done.  In  such  a  case,  the  principle 
of  respondeat  ntperwr  applies.  Where  the 
contractor  lias  merely  done  what  he  was 
required  to  do  by  the  oootract,  he  is  not 
the  party  to  be  made  responsible ;  but 
those  who  directed  him  to  do  the  act  must 
aoswer  for  the  damage  occa^onod  there- 
by.   Lockwood  T.  Mayor,  dbc,  of  N.  1%  66 

2.  A  non-resident  plaintiff  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  in  this  court  against  a  lor 
eign  corporation  unless  it  appears  that  the 
action  is  upon  a  contract  maide,  executed, 
or  delivered  in  this  state,  or  that  the  cause 
of  actioD  arose,  or  the  subject  of  the  action 
is  situute,  withiu  this  stale.  HarrUti  v. 
New  Jersey  RR  A  TrwM.  Oo^  262 

8.  The  provisioDS  of  law  allowing  par- 
ties to  be  witnesses  in  their  own  behaUJ 
are  applicable  to  actions  wherein  a  maul- 
cipal  corporation  is  a  party.  MoU  t.  The 
Mayor,  <ec,  of  N,  F.,  358 

4.  A  municipal  corporation  is  liable  fdr 
the  damages  occasioned  by  its  illegal  ex- 
erdse  of  a  corporate  power.  JDnd, 

5.  A  municipal  corporation  is  a  living 
party  within  the  meaning  of  section  399 
of  the  Code,  and  in  an  action  against  it, 
the  plaintiff  may  be  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness io  his  own  behalC  WofioM  t.  The 
Mayor,  Ae^  ofN,  F,  4iO 

See  AGBXEysvT,  1. 
Damages,  10,  11. 
Justice's  Court  pRAcnoi,  10. 
New  York  Citt,  6,  %  7. 
Railroads,  1. 


CORPORATION  ORDINANOEa 

1.  The  common  oouncil  of  the  city  of 
New  Yoric,  upon  the  application  of  less 
than  two  thirds  of  the  owners  affected, 
passed  an  ordinance  changiug  the  grade  of 
y  andewater  street  In  carrying  the  ordi- 
nance into  effect,  they  caused  the  street  to 
be  excavated  to  the  depth  of  six  feet, 
whereby  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff  front* 
ing  on  it  were  seriously  injured.  HeUt,  that 
the  ordinance  was  void,  and  the  corporis 
tion  was  liable  for  the  h^uiy  produced. 
Mott  V.  The  Mayor,  dec,  of  N,  F.,        38$ 

2.  In  pasaiDg  an  ordinance  diangfaig 
the  grade  of  a  street,  the  common  council 
of  this  dty  act  under  a  special  and  limited 

g>wer,  and  where  it  Is  shown  that  the 
cts  did  not  exist  which  would  warrant 
its  exercise,  the  ordhaance  is  not  only 
void,  but  aflbrds  no  protection  to  any  per- 
son acting  under  it  Mi. 

See  Nxw  York  Citt,  6. 


COSTS. 

1.  In  aU  actions  for  the  recovery  of 
money,  unless  the  pkuntiff  recovers  $60 
or  more,  the  defendant  is  entitled  tocosts^ 
of  course.     Crane  v.  Hu^eomh,  269 

2.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note 
for  $750,  a  set-off,  or  counter  claim,  ex- 
ceeding that  amount,  was  interposed  as  a 
defence.  The  plaintiff  recovered  but  $26. 
Hdd,  L  That  his  right  to  costs  Was  not 
determined  by  his  being  the  prevailing 
party  in  the  suit,  but  was  dependent  upon 
the  actual  amount  recovered.  II.  His 
recovery  being  under  $50,  the  ddfendant 
was  entitled  to  coetsi  III.  That  a  judg- 
ment entered  in  fevor  of  the  defendant 
for  his  costs,  after  deducting  the  sum 
found  due  the  plainUff,  was  reg^ilar. 

The  case  of  KaJb  v.  IAumI,  (3  Abbott 
P.  R.  190),  eomtra,  disapproved.        IM, 

See  Appkal,  16,  22  to  26. 
Attorkkt  and  Cuxirr,  2. 
JusnoB's  CousT  pRAcncai^  6,  t. 


COUNTER  CLADC 

1.  W.  was  part  owner  and  genend 
agent  of  steamboat  M.  K.  W.,  and,  as 
sooh  agent  received  all  the  moneys  earned 
by  it,  and  paid  all  its  current  expeni 


ei4 


IKDEX. 


tbe  fcnMT  ht  exceeding  the  Utter.  In 
an  ftction  against  W.  by  S..  the  cftptein 
and  another  part  owner  of  tbe  boat,  upon 
wboAe  order  tbe  expensed  were  incnrred ; 


cupving  under  tbe  partj  making  tbe  oov- 
enunt* 

A  mere  oocupation  of  tbe  land  for  a 
special   purpose  is  in  subordination  to. 


W.  interposed  a  cuooter  claim  or  eot-oflfand  is  affected  br.  s'jch  a  oorenant;  and 
for  payments  made  by  Lim  on  account  of 'though  the  occupant  may  not  be  bound  tc 
the  current  expeiiMH  of  tlie  lioat.  but  did  i>cr.urm  it.  yet  it  will  operate  as  an  esto{>- 
not  produce  his  entire  acooui.t,  nor  tbe  [  pel  Sicuin^t  him  in  the  cas«s  where  tho 
books  ahuwiug  the  transacttous  and  earn-  j  laudiurd  would  be  estopped  by  reason 
ings  of  tbe  boat    Btld,  titat  his  claim  was  ot*  it 

properly  rejected.  I.  Ii  w;m  reiisonablei  It  tetua  that  those  ooTenants  run  with 
to  infer,  from  the  concettiment  of  tiie  books  the  laud  which  are  made  touching  or  con- 
oontaining  the  entire  account,  itiat  the  Iceming  it  and  adectita  value,  and  are  not 
payments  had  beeu  mnde  out  of  the  re-  -  oontlntid  to  those  which  relate  to  some 
oeipts  of  the   boat  which   came  to  the  |  physical  act  or  omission  upon  it     Ihtjfy 


bands  o(  tlie  defeudaut  as  general  agent 
of  the  ownera.  11.  The  payments,  having 
been  made  on  account  of  iho  boat  and 


V.  X  r.  and  Harlem  BIL  Co^ 


496 


].  The  damages  reooTerable  in  an  action 


Ofmers,  and  notibr  Uie  individual  benetit|for  a  breach  of  covenant,  must  nut  only 
of  S.,  co'.ild  be  recovered  only  in  an  ac-  j  be  averred  in  the  complaint,  but  must  be 
tioo  against  all  the  owners  j(nntly.  and ,  shown  with  reasonable  certainty  at  the 


upon  the  production  of  the  whole  of  W.s 
accounts  as  agent  of  the  boat  Schenck  v. 
Wa3(m,  92 

3.  H.  sued  W.  to  recover  for  services 
rendered.  W.  iuterpoiK*d  a  counter  claim 
lor  moni.*y  lent  It  appeared  on  the  trial 
that  \V.  had  received  ii.'s  note  for  tbe 
amount  of  the  loan,  which  had  l)een  re- 
newed at  maturity,  and  that  the  renewal 
note  was  still  in  his  poMemior..  IlthL 
tliai  he  could  not  recover,  or  ijts  allowed 
his  «H>unter  claim  for  tlie  m«iney  lent 
will  tout  producing;  tho  note  and  <-auL*elling 
it  upon  tho  triaL  His  mere  offvr  to  prc>-j 
duoe  it,  and  to  give  a  bond  to  protect  the  | 
plaintitif  t>om  any  suii  or  claim  based 
tiiereon.  was  not  sufficient;  nor  did  his 
production  of  tho  note  to  the  justice,  seven 
days  ailcr  the  trial,  aid  las  ckum  in  any 
manner — the  pbUntitf  was  entitled  to  have 
tlie  note  protiuced  and  cuuceilea  at  tiie 
trial     JIfHtg  v.  Wnde, 


trial,  and  not  left  to  speculation  and  con- 
jecture.   Keary  t.  Bakwick,  614 

SeeLxAfliy  1,  2. 
Bemt;  L 

CREDITOR. 

See  AaBiGXMXXT,  1. 
AiTACHMEsrr,  3. 
compbomisb,  1. 
Iksolvekt,  1,  2, 3. 
Set-off,  1. 

CUSTOM. 

1.  If  a  common  carrier  relies  upon  a 
local  usage  or  custom  as  controlling  tho 
question  of  sufficiency  of  delivery,  such 
local  usage  must  be  affirmatively  estab- 
lished by  proof  at  tho  trial    The  court 
will  not  assume  that  a  usage  exists  in 
114 1  contravention  of  the  well  established  gon- 
I  cral  rule  in  respect  to  the  duties  of  car- 
3.  A  counter  claim  foundd<l  on  contract ;  riers  by  laud  or  water,  upon  the  authority 


cannot  be  interposed  as  a  defeac:)  to  an 
action  to  recover  for  property  wrongfully 
taken  and  oon verted,     uhainberit  v.  LewU^ 

591 

See  Costs,  2. 
DAMAass,  6. 

Ju8nc£'s  Court  PbactlgIi  3. 
Skt-ofk. 
Tort,  3 


COVENANT. 
1.  Govensnts  that  run  witli  tho  land. 


of  a  single  case,  in  which  such  a  usiige 
has  been  proved  and  acted  upon.  R*jif 
land  V.  J/ii)i,  150 

3.  Where  a  custom  is  shown  of  allow- 
ing a  buyer  of  merchandise  a  certain  time 
to  examine  tlie  quantity  and  condition  of 
tbe  goods  delivered,  during  which  no  in- 
terest is  charged  on  the  purehase  money, 
and  tho  buyer  is  allowed  to  sell  tlie  mer- 
chandise freely,  as  well  before  as  after 
payment,  the  parties  must  bo  regarded  as 
cu'itiuCUiig  wiin  Ivi0ic.:ee  U>  lliid  iL^^e  ; 
and,  in  sueii  a  case,  though  the  roon.'han- 


or  afrx:t  all  persons  claiming  or  oc-|di8e  be  sold  for  cash,  the  title  will  past 
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Mfoa  cMiTeiy,  •Ithongh  the  cash  U  not 
paid. 

Full  effect  sboold  be  given  hy  the  court 
to  any  commefdal  wage  which  recognizee 
the  right  of  properfy  as  in  the  buyer, 
where  it  is  volontarily  delivered  to  him, 
untainted  by  fraud  and  untnunmeled  by 
condiUoDBi  whether  it  be  what  is  termed 
a  cash  sale,  or  «  sale  upon  time.  The  rea- 
sonableness and  propriety  of  sudi  a  usage 
considered.    Leea  v.  Riduurdton^         164 

.  3.  Where  a  custom  is  shown  to  exist 
in  a  particular  trade  or  business,  parties 
engaged  in  the  business  are  preaumed  to 
contract  with  reference  to  the  custom,  un- 
less it  is  otherwise  expressly  agreed.  But 
a  usage  of  trade  cannot  be  shown  which 
contravenes  an  established  rule  of  law,  or 
is  in  opposition  to  the  terms  of  an  express 
contracL    DaUon  v.  JkuUeb,  472 

4.  On  a  sale  of  liquor  in  barrels,  a  de- 
ficiency in  the  quantity  sold  was  shown, 
according  to  a  custom  in  the  trade,  by 
which  one  barrel  in  every  ten  is  exam- 
ined and  measured,  and  an  estimate  made 
of  the  whole,  basied  on  a  measurement 
thus  made;  Md,  that  the  custom,  not 
being  contrary  to  law,  was  valid.      Ibid, 

See  Name,  2. 

SSBVI0B8,L 


CUSTOM  HOUSE  INSPBCTOR. 

1.  Neither  a  custom  house  inspector, 
nor  the  collector  of  the  port  has  any  au- 
thority to  send  goods  to  the  public  store, 
afler  the  duties  upon  them  have  been 
paid,  Hud  a  ^>ermit  to  land  them  iias  been 
given  to  the  consignee.    Rtmdand  v.  Miln^ 

150 


JustiQr  a  yerdict  for  vindtetire  damages 
V.XsvMBe.  4€ 


DA1U6ES. 

1.  E.  and  L.,  being  engaged  in  a  game 
cf  shootni^  at  a  target  by  blowing  a  i^arp 
arrow  of  Btecl  through  a  tube,  L.  blew 
througrh  the  tube  at  E.,  and,  notwithstand- 
ing the  repeated  remonstrances  of  E.  and 
others,  continued  to  do  so  until  at  last 
the  arrow  struck  E.  in  the  eye,  severely 
wounding  him  so  as  to  confine  him  to  his 
bed  for  nearly  four  months  and  a  half,  and 
to  cause  the  total  loss  of  the  eye.  Jleldf 
under  the  circumstances,  sufficient  to  war- 
rant an  inference  of  acUial  malicOi  and  to 


3.  The  Judge  at  the  trial  charged  the 
Jury  that  if  the  injuiy  was  purely  the  re* 
suit  of  an  accident,  the  delbndant  was  lia- 
ble only  for  actual  damages;  but,  if  the 
defendant  acted  with  the  intention  of  an- 
noying, harrassing,  or  teasing  the  plaintiflf) 
then  the  rule  would  be  different ;  and  in 
the  latter  case,  even  If  the  faijury  was  un- 
intentional, the  jury  might  give  more  than 
the  actual  damages — they  might  give 
"smart  money.**    IfoU;  coneot         Ibid. 

8.  In  actions  for  injuries  to  the  penon 
or  character,  it  is  not  possible,  in  the  na^ 
ture  of  things,  to  ascertain  or  measure  the 
extent  of  the  injury  by  any  absolute  pecu- 
niary standard.  In  such  cases,  the  dam- 
ages cannot  be  fixed  and  established  in 
money  by  the  evidenoe.  The  law  cannot 
repair  what  has  been  done,  or  replace  the 
party  in  so  good  a  position  as  he  was.  All 
that  it  can  do  is  to  compel  the  party  who 
did  the  injury  to  make  a  pecuniary  satis- 
fiMstion;  and,  in  ascertaining  what  it  shall 
be,  all  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
injury  occurred,  are  to  be  considered. 

nnd. 

4.  The  measure  of  damages,  in  an  action 
for  breach  of  warranty  of  soundness  on 
the  sale  of  a  horse,  is  the  difference  be- 
tween the  value  of  the  horse  at  the  time 
of  sale  considered  as  sound,  and  his  value 
with  the  defects  shown.    Fklea  v.  McKoon^ 

63 

6.  And  where,  in  such  an  action,  the 
plaintiff  fails  to  furnish  any  proof  of  dam- 
age within  this  rule,  the  complaint  should 
be  dismissed.  Ibid. 

6.  An  opera  house  wss  rented  for  two 
months,  the  rent  to  be  paid  weekly,  and 
''non-payment  of  rent  to  forfeit  lease.** 
The  house  was  to  be  accepted  in  the 
condition  in  which  it  wa»— the  owners^ 
however,  ag^reeing  to  use  all  diligence  In 
finishing  iL  The  tenant  entered  into  oo- 
cupatiou  of  the  premises,  using  them  for 
operatic  performances,  in  which  Grisi  snd 
Mario  were  the  prominent  attractiona. 
The  building  remaining  unfinished,  with 
but  six  furnaces  put  up  out  of  the  fifteen 
contemphited,  Mario  was  taken  with  a 
cold  and  hoarseness  which  prc-veniod  a 
oontinuanoe  of  his  performance!*,  resulting 
in  an  illness  from  which  he  did  n'A  re- 
cover for  several  weeks.    The  rent  oeinji 
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uapAkl  for  IMW  irtoln,  on  fbe  ImI  dij 
tbt  iMird  week  the  kadlofd  ynnmX 
^zotuded  tho  teiuuit  fWMn  the  |H«iiiiflefl. 
On  the  <Ur  of  Uie  evIoUon  the  teiuat  hid 
Mn«Hiiirvd  Uie  flrit  reprawntsdoQ  of  the 
opera  uf  **  fleniirenilde  *'  on  the  eneuing 
we«»k,  and  hed  inouited  expenae  io  adver- 
tudng,  prinUnir,  Ao,  thmmr.  In  an  eo* 
tton  on  the  Waae,  brought  to  reoorer  for 
the  Ikrte  WMiki*  rool— &U; 

I.  Tliat,  uiNin  the  tenant  showing  a 
breach  dt'  Ute  agreement  on  the  part  of 
tlie  Uiidhinl  Co  we  all  diligenoo  in  finish 
ing  Iho  lu>uBs^  he  was  entitled  to  counter 
rlaini  hm  (lanrngea  in  consequence. 

II.  Tliat  the  damages  olahned  to  hare 
roauhMl  fttmi  the  Ions  of  Mario's  secvicos 
Ut  iUiMWH  ariding  fhmi  cold  and  hoarso- 
nesB  priHliuxHl  by  the  nnllnished  oonditioB 
{)(  tht»  httuw,  and  in  fenpect  to  which 
the  gains  w  pinflia  murt  of  nseearity  be 
)iure(jr  p|i«0(ilative  and  eoi^eotural,  were 
tiHi  rvniutv  and  uncertain  to  fonn  tho  anb- 
yKA  K^  a  iHHiuter  claim,  and  oonld  ml, 
thervA^r*^  be  allowed.  Bkadt,  J.,  H^ 
emliey. 

III.  I>aiiui|^«  recoverable  upon  a  breach 
<tf  CHMitrm^t  are  xmXy  such  as  can  be  aaeof^ 
taincil  and  tiled  with  reasoBable  cer- 
taniiy ;  luui  i*'!-*  OH-not  be  d^mo  in  re- 
MiHvt  fo  iintiitM  aiitiW))Mt<Hl  iV\>in  the  fVituro 
|iublic  |*erit*riu«nee!i  of  a  vocalist 

IV.  That  he  wa!i  eutiile«l  to  be  aUowed, 
Ml  ii>mttsiN«nt  of  the  rvuU  the  dnmages  oo> 
sNisk4i\M  t\v  llie  evK'Cittii-Hind  which.  In 
thill  \^<«\  \.H»n«ii«(rd  i/  ihe  expenses  of  »!• 
^cn><i«'m^-*it!««  prii  tine.  A(\.  i:>  .uinouncing 
ihe  ivrti>:ii)»ti\V3«  of  I  he  wtvi^  following 
the  ovioiUMi.    .1  iivft  •fiy  orMunc  v.  HatkHL 

Sit 

1  111  an  *k*tik>n  under  the  iilatQtee  of 
l!k4Y  Alia  l!tli>.  hr  the  reiMveenCatives  of 
A  IH^r^'M  kilte^i  \*r  ttie  wr\«n);fttl  a^*t.  Jfcc. 
\^  aiioih^«r.  iv«  rvwver  damages  for  his 
tlvMth,  ibo  jv:n-  siiiouM  ikH»  til  awessing 
the«UHMie\A  a)>K«w  ativ \hKliK'tion  becan^e 
\'f  Itie  IWI  iliat  hw  wtie  had  i\H>Hved  the 
saKmul  of  au  iusiimiKV  vllW*ted  npco  hie 
hl^  ft>r  h^r  b^^aei^t.     JL^Uk^r,  Wif^    S44 


10.  W.,  

aveoue at  Bigbt  fen  imoakn-e  bole  is 
tlie  sUcwallc,  and  was  aevcrebf  injiircd. 
In  an  aclkNi  to  rccovw  for  the  mfoiiflaL  it 
was  not  shown  that  the  corporate  anthor- 
itiea  knew  of  the  ejUstenes  of  the  botei 
The  Judge,  at  the  trial,  inaCracted  the  jmj 
that  ther  might  giro  exemplary  danagea 

if  theythoa^theeorpownionwaagnSty 
of  gross  negligenoe  in  anflbring  tbe  hole 
to  remain  In  the  condition  it  was.  Hdd, 
erroneous.  That  only  such  damsgee  could 
be  aUowed  aa  were  the  legitimate  and 
direct  reaolt  of  the  accident  WaBttoer. 
Aeifayw,  4tc^  9/K  T,  440 

11.  Ptmitire  or  vindlctiTe  damages  can 
be  recoYered  only  in  caaea  where  penim 
or  property  has  been  h^nred  by  the  willfVil 
act  of  another,  or  whers  the  act  causing 
the  injury  wss  the  rsealt  of  wantonneaa, 
or  recklees  indifference  to  the  rights  of 
otlisn.  Ibid. 

IS.  The  damages  reoorerable  in  aa  ac- 
tion for  a  breach  of  covenant  must  not 
only  be  averred  in  the  comptaint,  but  must 
be  shown  with  resaonable  certainty  at  the 
trial  and  not  left  to  speculation  and  coo- 
{eotwe.    Ifleary  v.  Bokwkk,  614 

See  Appeal.  26w 

CoimoK  Cabsiei,  3. 

COKTRACr,  6. 

Married  Womxh,  S. 
Nmuokstce^  1. 
RAn.ROAD6,  1. 


.<  t^^e  oii),v  liHOi  to  th#  ilamngfe  which 
it  i*  III  iiu<  ^K«wor  i>c'  a  jury  10  awaid.  in 
au  jioiuMi  uiKtvrllH^  statute*  rvibrred  to^  la 
the  Miin  ihefeui  pfte^mbed  by  the  slatulv^ 

%  A  muuicip«U  ^vrpetntioa  is  tiabk?  fbr 
th#  daH>«^(ea  vK\MMi<.'tted  by  its  iUeird  ex- 
ev0||ia  of  a  eurvi*>«le  power.     MM  v.  The 


r,  L 
SBRTicn;  1,31 
WABSAvrr,  1 


DKBTOR  AKD  CREDITOR. 

I.  The  personal  earnings  of  a  debtor 
are  exempted  br  law  from  being  applied 
in  payment  of  a  Judgment  against  him, 
when  it  is  made  to  appear  that  they  are 
neoetHary  for  the  use  ota  family  supported 
wbo^y  or  partly  by  his  ftsbcr.  JforfU  t. 
SktriAm, 

See  Aanonasrr,  L 


lUDnuncB*  Lm^  4ft  5. 


DKFAULT. 

1.  A  motion  to  open  a  de&ult  and 
an  iooTiesr.  ««-»•-—•    . 


IKDSX. 
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onAoa  of  the  ooort,  and  no  meal  lies 
ftom  an  order  denying  such  motum.  JhU- 
denor  t.  Mclhnofh,  46 

3.  Where  the  answer  waa  prepared  and 
verified,  and  placed  with  the  cleric  of  the 
defendant's  attorney  for  aerrioe  in  season, 
and  the  deftndant's  attorney  having  left 
town,  the  answer  was  not  serred  throagh 
tho  forgetftilness  of  his  dark,  EaUf  a  sof- 
flcieot  excuse  to  wairant  tfaw  opening  of 
the  default,  the  Judgment  and  ezecation 
being  allowed  to  stand  as  secority.  Ohrk 
V.  Lyon^  91 

3.  A  Judgment  obtained  by  default*  and 
throQgli  liuMlvertence  on  the  part  of  the 
dofcndunt,  will  be  opened,  and  a  defence 
permitted,  where  he  excuses  his  neglect 
ind  swears  to  merits.  Upon  a  motion  for 
that  purpose,  where  the  defence  is  dis* 
dosed,  and  it  appears  that  it  ia  intended 
to  be  interposed  hi  good  feith,  and  ia  not 
deariy  uojust  or  frivolouai  the  oouit  will 
not  dedde  whether  it  will  prevail  if  ea- 
tablislied  upon  a  formal  trial  of  the  action. 
JboM  Cbmmiai*msr»y.A3ttu<dr,        588 

See  Appbjj^  3,  88. 
Paaotiob,  8. 


DEMURRER. 

1.  In  actions  brought  in  this  oourt,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  show  afBrmatiTel^  by  the 
complaint,  that  the  court  has  jurisdiction 
of  the  perwn  ol'  tiie  defendant,  or  of  the 
subject  matter  of  the  action.  If  such  an 
objection  exists  it  must  be  presented  by 
demurrer  or  answer.    Komig  y.  JhU,  323 

2.  Where  an  answer  statea  foots  which, 
if  properly  a?  erred,  might  constitute  a 
Tslid  defefnee,  it  will  not  be  stridcen  out 
as  sham,  brclevant,  or  ftivoloua  Defec- 
tive averments  in  a  pleading  should  be 
taken  advanUge  of  by  demurrer.  iSUrv- 
ver  T.  (kmn  Im.  Ca,  475 

t.  The  demand  for  relief;  attaohed  to  a 
complaint,  aflbrds  no  grounds  for  ado- 
murrw.    Mo9etv.  tToOer,  536 

Bee  OoMPLinr,  3. 

Marbod  Wdcnr,  4,  5. 


DISCONTINUANCB. 
1.  When  a  defendant  has  appeared  in 


U»e  action,  a  notice  of  diacontinnanoe  ia 
inoperative,  unless  sccjmpanied  by  pay- 
ment of  costs.    i^aoM  V.  i>afeof^     584 


DISTRICT  OOURTa 
See  JusncB^s  Coubt  PBAonoi. 


DIVORCE. 

1.  A  decree  of  separation  firom  bed  and 
board  may  be  nuide,  on  the  application  of 
the  huaband,  for  the  like  cansea  as  in 
cases  oi/enu  covmia,  li  seema,  the  defenco 
of  adultery,  as  a  ground  for  affirmative 
rdief,  cannot  be  interposed  in  an  action 
for  a  div(Mce  a  nwnaa  ei  thoro.  McNor 
fnara  v.  McNamaara^  541 

0 

2.  In  an  action  by  a  wife  for  a  limited 

divorce  from  her  husband,  upon  tho 
ground  of  eruel  and  inhuman  treatment 
by  him,  a  defence  of  general  bad  conduct 
and  ill  treatment  by  her  was  set  up.  At 
the  trial  ahe  failed  to  establish  her  caae, 
and  the  defence  waa  fully  proven.  jETeM^ 
I.  That,  under  the  Code,  a  defendant  may 
have  such  affirmative  relief  in  au  action 
as  the  case  shows  him  to  be  entitled  to. 
IL  That  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  by 
the  wife  being  established,  the  husband 
was  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  divorce  a 
menM  ei  tharo.  Ibid, 


EQUITABLB  RELIEF. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  two  promissory 
notes,  against  IL  ft  A.,  as  maker  and  in* 
doTKr  respectively,  the  latter.  A.,  gave  to 
tho  plaintiff  renewal  notea  indcNrsod,  the 
plaintiff  discontinued  tlie  suit  against  him, 
ga/e  him  up  the  original  notea,  and  per* 
fected  judgment  against  M.,  the  maker. 
The  renewal  notes  were  not  paid.  Held, 
that  A.  was  not  entitled  to  an  assignment 
of  tho  judgment  I.  Such  an  arrangement 
did  not  operate  as  an  assignment  of  the 
daim  in  suit  to  A.,  nor  entitle  him  to  an 
assignment  of  tho  judgment  against  IL, 
untU  the  renewal  notes  were  paid.  IL  A^ 
not  having  performed  his  obligatk>n,  vis., 
that  of  paying  the  renewal  notes,  could 
not  require  an  assignment  of  tlie  judg- 
ment against  H.  to  him.  the  agreement  tc 
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giTe  mcli  an  aoigBiimii  being  founded 
upon  the  implied  nnderahmrting  that  micfa 
renewal  notes  woukl  be  paid  at  maturity. 

Sc«  DivoBd,  3. 

MiBBI¥D  WOIUBV,  2. 


ESTOPPEL. 

1.  D.  hired  pasture  for  his  horse  on  a 
loC  owned  by  B^  a4ioining  the  defend- 
ants* niltrack.  The  horse  strayed  upon 
the  track,  the  fence  being  defective,  and 
was  killed  bj  a  passing  train  of  cars.  It 
appeared  that  tiie  strip  of  land  on  which 
the  track  was  laid  had  been  purchased  of 
B.,  and  in  the  couveyance  thereof  to  the 
ddeDdaiii^,  B.  had  covenanted,  for  him- 
self and  hid  heirs,  to  erect  and  maintaiu, 
on  both  sides  of  the  strip,  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  defenduits'  charter,  good 
and  sufficient  fences.  In  an  action  by  D. 
to  riioOTer  the  value  of  the  horse,  Md — 
I.  Tlmt  ihe  covenant  ran  with  the  land, 
and  every  occupation  was  subject  to  iL 
IL  Tiiut  D.  acquired  no  greater  rights,  in 
respect  to  its  oocupatioti,  than  his  land- 
lord, h.,  hud  to  confer,  and  was  estopped 
by  the  coveiuiut  to  the  same  extent  as  B. 
III.  That,  AS  B.  could  not  recover  in  such 
a  case,  D.  could  not  Ihiffy  v.  Xew  York 
tmd  Hofiem  HR  Co^  496 

Sec  Acnoxs,  11,  12. 

COMMISSIOHS,  1. 


EVICTION. 

1.  An  entry  by  the  landlord  upon  de- 
mised premises,  and  excluding  the  tenant 
therefrom,  is  an  eviction  of  the  tenant, 
and  suspends  the  payment  of  any  rent 
falling  due  tlieroafler,  until  he  is  restored 
to  the  poraession.  But  an  eviction  will 
not  discharge  the  tenant  from  liability  for 
rent  previously  due.  Aeadem/y  nf  Music 
y.  Backett,  217 


SVIDENGS. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  for  a  literary 
production  shown  to  have  been  ftimished 
the  defendant  at  his  request,  and  used  by 
Wm,  the  opinion  of  the  person  who  pre- 
pared it,  as  to  its  actual  value,  formed 
with  reference  to  the  time  and  labor  em- 
pkqred  in  its  preparation,  is  competent  to 


be  given  in  erldenoa,  to  ihov  the  amoant 
ths  plaintiff  ii  entilkd  U>  recover ;  and,  it 
imoontroverted,  ^onld  be  deemed  con- 
duaive  upon  the  question  of  value.  &tlh 
cock  V.  Raifmomd,  61 

2.  The  dedaraUoos  of  a  party  in  respect 
to  the  snl^ectmatterof  a  soltk  may  always 
be  given  in  evidence  against  him,  and 
especially  so  when  sndi  statements  have 
been  made  tmder  oath  as  a  witness  in  a 
court  of  jnstios  in  another  cause.  Jboker 
V.  Oarmer,  71 
0 

3.  The  declarations  of  a  third  person, 
neither  a  party  nor  a  privy,  and  not  part 
of  the  rev  getia^  are  receivdole  only  for  the 
pnrpoee  of  contradicting  him  when  he  has 
been  examined  as  a  witnea  against  the 
party,  who  offers  such  statement  in  evi- 
dence with  the  design  of  impeaching  him, 
and  it  is  then  receivable  only  after  he  has 
been  asked,  while  under  examination,  if 
he  baa  made  wadb.  a  statement  or  declara- 
tion. Ibid. 

4.  But  if  the  dedaratloos  be  improperly 
received,  the  error  will  be  cured  by  the 
adverse  party**  calling  such  person  to  the 
stand  as  a  witness,  and  examining  him  in 
respect  to  such  declarations^  as  well  as 
uix>n  the  subject  matted  of  the  suit  gen- 
erally. Ibid, 

6.  In  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  an 
escape,  the  proof  was  that  J.  6.  W.,  the 
defendant  in  the  execution,  was,  in  Jan- 
uary, 1854,  captain  of  the  ship  Hudson, 
and  that  one  W^  acting  as  captain  of  that 
ship,  went  beyond  the  jail  linuts  in  liarch 
foUowingp.  Betd,  that  the  similarity  of 
surname  and  of  office  was  sufficient  prima 
faeie  evidence  to  sustain  the  action,  al- 
tlkough  the  witness  to  the  escape  oould 
not  identify  W.  as  the  defendant  in  the 
execution,  and  did  not  know  his  christian 
name.  The  plaintiff  having  made  out  a 
prima  facU  case^  and  there  being  no  evi- 
dence in  rebuttal,  hM^  error  to  d^ffge  the 
jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  pro- 
duce dear  and  positive  proo(  and  if  there 
was  any  doubt  the  presumption  should  be 
against  the  plaintiff  TV  hat  is  sufficient 
proof  of  identity,  considered;  and  the 
cases  upon  this  auliject  coUectad  and  ex- 
amined.   Jaduom  ▼.  Orasr,  99 

6.  Proof  of  the  amount  for  whidi  goods 
soil  at  auction,  is  adnuasible  as  a  circum- 
stanco  to  be  considered  on  the  questkm  of 
value ;  but  it  is  neither  oondusive^  nor  in 
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general  8afficient»  without  other  proof. 
Benaud  y.  Feck,  137 

7.  A  new  trial  wOl  not  be  granted  on 
the  ground  of  newly  discorered  eridence, 
where  the  additional  testimony  diadocicd 
might  have  been  discovered  by  the  party 
in  time  for  the  trial  if  he  had  used  due 
diligence  in  the  investigation  and  prepa- 
ration of  his  case.    Lecny  v.  Boherttf  286 

8.  The  burden  of  proving  a  feet  rests 
upon  the  party  who  asserts  it ;  and  espe- 
cudly  is  this  so  when  he  is  to  be  benefitted 
by  it  when  shown.     Cfreene  v.  Wagffoner^ 

297 

9.  In  an  action  by  a  physician  to  re- 
cover for  medical  services^  it  is  competent 
for  him  to  prove  the  nature  of  the  disease 
and  the  character  of  treatment  given,  in 
order  to  fix  the  value  of  the  services  ren- 
dered. Sach  evidence  is  not  rendered 
incompetent  by  the  provisions  of  2  Rev. 
Stat  4C6,  §  73,  forbidding  the  disclosure 
of  confidential  communications  made  by 
a  patient  to  his  physician. 

Those  provisions  only  relate  to  com- 
munications or  information  acquired  by  a 
person,  duly  authorized  to  practice  physic, 
while  attending  ft  patient  in  his  profes- 
sional '^pncity,  and  which  w<?re  n^oexRary 
to  enable  him  to  prescribe.  They  do  not 
extend  to  oommunioatioos  made  to  a  per- 
son in  attendance  at  the  office  of  the  phy- 
sician in  his  absence,  and  which  are  not 
shown  to  have  been  made  as  the  basis  of  a 
prescription.    KendaU  v.  Gray,  300 

10.  In  an  action  to  recover  rent  re- 
served in  a  lease,  against  a  party  in  pos- 
session of  demised  promipr^,  a  j^rima  facie 
right  to  recover  Lb  established  by  showing 
him  to  have  been  in  actual  possesion  at 
the  time  the  rent  became  due.  In  such 
a  case  the  presumption  of  law  is,  that  he 
occupied  as  assignee  of  the  original  lessee. 
Kain  y.  Boaeie,  811 

1 1.  Where  a  constable  or  party  seeks 
to  justify  the  tidcing  of  personal  property, 
by  virtue  of  an  execution  issued  upon  a 
judgment,  the  judgment  record  and  exe- 
cution must  he  produced,  and  a  levy 
shown  under  it  The  existence  of  the 
judgment  and  execution  cannot  be  proven 
by  parol     Vhderhia  r.  Beinor,  319 

IS.  Testimony  showing  a  good  cause  of 
action  cannot  be  disregarded,  when  it  is 
unoontradicted  and  is  unaccompanied  by 


any  suspkaous  circnmstancea.    Baker  y. 
Botuskel,  39T 

13.  A  justice  cannot,  of  his  own  knowl- 
edge, certify  to  the  time  when  an  action 
was  commenced  before  him  by  the  deliv- 
ery of  the  summons  for  service.  When 
that  fact  is  necessary  to  be  shown,  it  must 
appear  by  competent  evidence^  In  the 
absence  of  any  proof,  before  the  justice, 
of  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  an 
action  before  him,  it  will  be  deqmed  com- 
menced on  the  day  the  siunmons  was  ac- 
tually screed.    McOraw  v.  Walker,    404 


14.  The  account  books  of  a  party  can- 
not be  used  as  evidence  of  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  goods  charged  therein,  with- 
out proviouiuy  showing  that  some  of  the 
articles  ohaiged  have  been  delivered; 
that  be  kept  no  clerk,  and  that  others 
dealing  with  him  have  settled  their  ao* 
counts  by  his  books,  and  found  them  ac- 
curate. 

The  origin  of  this  rule  of  evidence  ex- 
plabed.  It  seems  that  it  arose  (Vom  ne- 
ocssitv,  and  owes  its  origin  to  the  (act 
that,  formeriy,  a  party  could  not  be  a  wit^ 
ness  in  his  own  behalf;  and  as  the  reason 
for  it  has  now  been  obviated,  by  permit- 
ting parties  to  be  examined,  the  rule  no 
longer  exists.     ConkUn  v.  Stamder,     422 

15.  In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, it  is  necessary  to  a  recovery,  thai 
the  price  or  value  of  the  goods  should  be 
shown. 

A  receipt  upon  a  bill  of  goods  sold  is 
conclusive  evidence  of  payment,  unless 
contradicted  or  explained.  LaniJberi  v. 
Sedy,  429 

16.  Any  person  present  in  court,  and 
hearing  the  evidence  of  a  witness  on  a 
trial,  is  as  competent  afterwards  to  testify 
in  respect  to  what  the  witness  said  as  the 
judge  who  presided.     Grim  y.  Baymd,  436 

17  A  Judge's  minutes  of  testimony 
taken  upon  a  trial  are  not  evidence  jktm; 
and  when  produced  can  only  be  resorted 
to  as  memoranda  to  refresh  his  memory. 

Bnd, 

18.  72  seeTTu;  where  improper  testimony 
is  admitted  under  objection,  and  the  party 
objecting  afterwards  introduces  proof  of 
the  same  state  of  facts,  the  objection  is 
thereby  waived.  Jbid^ 

19.  A  party  is  not  required  to  produce 
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20.  The  piocecdUigi  and  Judgment  of 
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SeeAppxAl^  33,  H  U- 


a  jiLBt'ce,  :!:wgb  not  technieanr  a  rwrd.  f^  '"*'*«'  **»  laan  ollkaal  acs,  andprvM 
ya  the  maierjd  CicU  being  in  wntiaz  -^*^  evidence  of  the  &Gto  atnted.  Cod- 
most  be  pt^ooed,  and  parol  erideooe  ^""^^  ^-  O^r*^  &2d 

oogbt  not  to  be  admitted  *wy»«t'"g  theoL 
The  nature  of  an  actkm  ia  the  Ifariae 
Court,  or  in  ajostioe*i  ooort,  ortbejodg^ 
ment  rendered  therein,  eanaot  be  proren 
byparoL  Ibid. 

21.  The  eridenoe  at  the  trial  waa  oon- 
flicting  as  to  whether  tiie  building  had 
been  erected  in  oonformitj  with  the  con- 
tract An  ardiitcct.  who  had  been  em- 
plojc-d  bj  the  owner  to  superintend  the 
work  as  it  progressed,  was  among  tliose 
who  t<eatitied  that  the  work  done  was  in ' 
compliance  with  the  contract  Hddt  that 
in  weigtiiug  the  evidence,  his  testimony 
should  be  regarded  aa  controlling  upon 
the  qoestion.     Tucker  ▼.  WiU»am8f      562 


Bee  AoxnMKvr,  2. 
Aksweb,  1. 
CoMuoN  Carbih,  2. 
Compromise,  1. 
covtsact,  3,  4,  s. 
CouvTEB  Claim,  L 
Custom,  1. 

iKSUKAirCK,  3. 

Nbw  f  bial,  2,  8. 

PBouissoaT  Notes  amd  Btlla,  2. 

Sale  aitd  Deuvebt  ot  GaAnEi«,  2. 

Sherut,  1. 

Statute  or  Fraum^  k 

Btrbbtb»  1. 

WlTVESS;  1,  2. 


KXECUTOBS  AKD  ADIONISTBA- 
TOBa 

1.  A  sole  acting  esecator  can  maintain 
an  action  reapeeung  the  property  of  the 
testator.  In  actuma  by  or  againat  execo- 
toTB,  it  is  not  neoeasary  to  join,  aa  parties, 
those  named  aa  executors  in  the  inll,  but 
to  whom  letteia  featamenfaiy  hare  not 
been  granted,  and  who  hare  not  qualified. 
Moony.  WiUett,  532 


See  Sdeutp,  2. 


BXPEE8S  CX)1CPAHIE8L 

1.  Bxpreas  oompaniea  who  receive  and 
agree  to  tranaport  gooda  or  paduigea  from 
place  to  place  lor  bire^  in  the  oidinaiy  and 
approved  means  of  conveyance,  are  com- 
mon earners^  although  they  aro  not  own> 
ers  of,  nor  interested  in,  the  ooovejanoes 
by  which  the  goods  are  transported, — dis- 
approving Ha^eU  Y,  Adamt,  19  Barb. 
677.    P^oos  V.  CTnMa  JEqprsSe  Cb^        19 

See  CoMMOV  Cabidd^  1,  2^  3. 


BXOBPnONa 

Bee  Appeal^  7,  15. 
KVIDBVCE,  11,  18. 


FORFEITSD  BECOGKIZAHCS. 
1.  A  judgment  entered  with  tha  comly 
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doric,  upon  *  forfeited  reoognizancc,  bc- 
oomee  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  and  con- 
trol of  tliis  court  to  the  somo  extent  as  if 
it  had  been  dockoted  in  it. 

In  addition,  tlio  court  has  the  diacre- 
tiouary  power  to  remit  the  forfeiture  in 
wliole  or  iu  purt,  or  to  discharge  the  reoog- 
uizance  upctu  such  tenna  as  appear  just 
and  reasonable.  In  the  exercise  of  this 
discretion,  tlie  court  will  look  into  the 
proceedings  at  the  time  the  forfeiture  was 
declared,  to  ascertain  whether  tlie  imrty 
was  fairly  entitled  to  a  postponement  of 
the  trial ;  but,  it  seems,  this  will  not  be 
done  uutil  he  has  submitted  himself  to 
trial  and  judgment  upon  the  bdictment 
against  him.     The  Peopto  r.  JPttry,       C23 

2.  In  criminiU  cases,  it  is  at  all  times 
di^crt-tionarj  with  the  court  wlietlior  it 
will  proceed  or  not  in  the  absence  of  the 
defcudunt,  and  if  he  is  called  at  any  stage 
of  the  trisii,  and  fails  to  appear  and  answer, 
his  rccogniAance  may  be  declared  forfeit- 
ed. Jt  seems,  that  no  person  indicted  for 
any  oflcnco  can  be  tried  fmless  hu  bo  pre- 
sent in  person,  or  by  au  attorney  acting 
under  A  distinct  and  expreM  authority 
given  for  tiie  purpose.  Jbid. 

0 

3.  Upon  appUefttioDfl  fbr  a  remission  of 
a  forfeited  recognizance,  it  should  ap|)car 
that  the  bail  ha<i  hi  no  way  connifed  ai 
the  escape  ot  the  party  indk^ted,  and  also 
that  fvaaonable  efforts  have  been  made  to 
apprelhrnd  and  surrender  him.  When 
this  is  not  shown,  the  applioatiod  will  be 

Jbid. 


FOBFBITnR& 

1.  To  work  a  forfbitare  of  a  lease  fbr 
the  non-paymeot  of  rent,  a  demand  must 
be  made  upon  the  demiwd  premises,  at » 
conrenient  time  before  sundown,  on  the 
day  the  rent  fhUa  duo ;  and  the  exact 
amount  must  be  demanded.  The  tenant, 
in  such  a  case,  has  until  mldnigfatto  pay 
the  rent,  and  until  the  whole  day  has  M- 
taally  expired,  tlie  iaadkMd  cannot  put  in 
force  his  right  to  re-enter. 

TbrfeitoreB  of  this  deseriptkm  are  not 
Ihfored  hi  the  law,  and  thereforo,  when 
insirted  on,  a  demand  of  rent  due  must 
ba  shown  with  great  particularity.  Aeait' 
wnyqfJhuicr.BadteU,  ill 


t.  When  a  party  agrees  to  arect  a 
boilding  in  a  spcdfled  manner,  whetlicr 
tba  sum  to  be  paid  for  it  is  agreed  upon 


or  not,  if  he  abandons  the  work  before  its 
completion  he  can  recover  nothing.  Or  if 
he  fails  to  construct  a  building  in  every  es- 
sential particular  in  accordance  uith  the 
contract,  unless  perfonnonce  is  waived  by 
tlie  oilier  party,  he  cannot  recover. 

The  use  or  occupation  of  thu  building 
by  the  owner  will  not  be  deemed  a  waiver 
of  performance  of  tlie  contract,  so  as  to 
authorize  an  notiou  to  be  maintained  upon 
it  by  the  builder. 

A  suhstaniial  compliance  with  the 
terms  and  conditions  agreod  upon  for  tlie 
construction  of  the  building,  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  right  of  the  builder  to 
mamtain  an  action  upon  the  contract. 
SmUh  T.  Coe,  366 

See  GoMTRAcr,  IS. 

FoBTunft  BsoooKuavoi. 


FORWARDER. 

1.  A  forwarder  is  one  who,  for  a  com- 
pensation, takes  charge  of  goods  entnisted 
or  directed  to  him,  and  forwards  them ; 
that  is^  puts  tliem  on  the  way  to  their 
place  of  deetiiMtion  by  the  ordinary  and 
usual  means  of  conveyance,  or  according 
to  the  histructions  be  receives.  His  com- 
pensation is  limited  to  his  oare  and  trou- 
ble, and  the  diargos  paid  by  him  in 
receiving,  keeping,  and  duly  forwarding ; 
and,  when  he  has  placed  the  goods  in  tlie 
ooufse  of  transit  by  the  proper  convey- 
ance,  his  duty  is  at  an  end.  He  has  no 
interest  in,  and  receives  no  part  of  the  com- 
pensation paid  for  ttie  oarriage  and  due 
delivery  of  the  goods.  Place  v.  Onion 
Ejcprue  Oo,  19 


WRLVD. 

Sea  AonoB,  1,  a. 

MioHAinoB'  Lm,ft. 
SrATun  or  FB^UMb 


FEEiaHT. 
Sea  COMMOV  CabbbBi  2. 


O 

OUARDIAN  AD  LITEM. 

1.  The  court  will  order  the  expenses  of 
a  guardian  ad  Hitm,  or  uoxi  friend,  of  an 
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IKD£X. 


infant  plaintifX^  paid  or  incurred  in  proee- 
outing  an  action,  to  be  reimbnrwd  to  bim 
out  of  tlie  amount  reooveied.  But  this 
power  will  not  be  exerciaed  after  the 
moneys  have  been  paid  over  to  the  infimt 
or  bis  general  guardian. 

Ji  9»m8  that  the  appointment^  as  guar- 
dian ad  litem  or  next  friend  for  an  infant 
plaintiff^  cannot  be  forced  upon  a  person 
against  liis  consent  Ltopofd  v.  Meyert,  580 

2.  The  object  of  the  appointment  is, 
that  there  maj  be  a  responsible  person 
before  the  court,  accountable  for  the  oosu 
of  the  defendant  in  the  action.  He  is  not 
regarded  as  a  party  to  the  suit,  his  duty 
being  merely  to  prosecute  for  the  infknt*s 
rights ;  but  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  in- 
cur any  expense  in  the  proeecutioo.  He 
cannot  compromise  or  settle  the  suit,  nor 
is  payment  to  him  a  legal  satisfhction  of 
the  claim ;  and  his  duty  ends  when  the 
cam  has  been  prosecuted  to  final  judg- 
menu  IM. 

QUA&AirrT 

1.  Where  a  guaranty  of  the  payment 
of  rent,  to  grow  due  upon  a  lease,  is  ex- 
pressed to  be  **  in  consideration  of  the  let- 
ting," it  will  be  intended,  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  a  consideration  to  the  guarantee, 
if  nothing  to  the  contrary  is  shown,  that 
the  landlord  sgrecd  to  let,  in  consideration 
of  the  promise  of  Uie  surety;  and  this^ 
notwithstanding  the  guaranty  bears  date 
after  the  lease.     GoUsberger  v.  Jtadyfoy, 

342 
Sea  Marrued  Wombx,  6. 


HIGHWAT. 

1.  Where  a  party  has  beea  injured  by 
a  collision  upon  a  ptibUo  highway,  be  can- 
not mointidn  r.n  action,  if  the  lacts  show 
that  ho  ha;  in  any  manner,  l>y  his  own 
carelessness  or  neglect,  contributed  to  or 
caused  the  injury  of  which  he  complains. 
Morris  v.  Phe^  38 

See  Neouoekcs,  5. 

New  York  Citt,  6,  6. 
Strxxtb^  1. 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
1.  Prior  to  the  Code^  a  husband  might 


be  arrested  for  *  tort  committed  by  hit 
wife,  was  bound  to  put  in  bail  for  both, 
and  after  judgment  she  might  be  charpKi 
in  execution  with  him;  but  if  arreted 
before,  she  would  be  discharged  upon 
proof  of  her  coverture.  The  law  in  Uiia 
respect  has  not  been  changed  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Code. 

Anonymoui  case  (2  Duer,  613,)  and 
Tracy  v.  LeloMd  (2  Sandf.  629,)  examined 
and  disapproved.    Soiomtm  v.  Waas,  179 

2.  Ji  MomSf  the  huaband  <^  a  woman 
engaged  in  buaineai  is  liable  for  debts  or 
obLigatiooB  contracted  or  incurred  by  her 
with  his  assent,  dtber  expreaa  or  implied. 
Morgan  v.  Andnol,  i31 


DlTOBd,  1,  X 
MiBKHB)  Wqmml 


UETDICnCSNTL 


mDOBSBB. 

1.  A  dealer  with  a  bank,  upon  eflectii^ 
with  it  a  call  loan,  lodged,  as  collateral  ae- 
curity  for  its  repayoient,  notes  indorsed 
by  the  defendant  On  the  loan  being 
called  in,  the  cashier  of  the  bank,  acting 
under  the  impression  that  the  amount  on 
deposit  by  the  dealer  was  sufDdent  to 
cover  the  sum  owmg,  delivered  the  secu- 
rities to  the  dealer,  who  retomed  them  to 
the  defendant  Afterwards,  upon  the 
cashier  requesting  their  retain,  they  were 
obtained  ffom  the  defendant,  who,  at  the 
time  of  giving  them  up  to  the  dealer,  said 
he  might  take  them  back  toplaoa  matten 
just  where  they  were  when  thqr  wars 
given  up  to  him  t^  tha  bank. 

It  appealing  that  the  losm  had  not  ben 
paid,  Mifin  an  action  afterwarda  brought 
by  the  bank  against  the  defendant  as  in- 
dorser  on  the  notes  thus  lodged  aa  ooUat- 
eral,  that  the  mere  oharga  of  tha  loan  in 
the  dcaler^s  aooount,  in  the  abaeoce  of 
proof  that  the  amount  on  deposit  wassoi^ 
ficiect  to  oover  the  oharKa,  waa  not  such 
an  act  as  operated  to  disdis^  tha  defend- 
ant from  liability  aa  indorser  upon  the 
oolUtoral  notes;  and,  altliough  they  had 
been  at  one  time  dalivcred  up  to  the  de- 
fondanti  yet  their  retom  to  Uie  bank, 


mDEZ. 
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under  the  drcumstthoes  Bhown,  revived 
the  ori^nal  liability  of  the  defendant  as 
indoTBer,  and  the  bank  was  therefore  en- 
tilled  to  recover.     WtUianwon  v.  litOa^  84 

0 

3,  Kxtending  the  time  fbr  the  payment 
of  a  note,  past  due,  at  the  request  of  the 
maker  and  without  the  consent  of  an  in- 
dorser  upon  it^  discharges  the  indorser 
from  his  liabiUty.    FiaU  ▼.  Starke       399 

0 
See  Plbadutck  3. 

Pbokusost  Nam  akd  Bili^  t,  4. 

PB0TI8T,  1. 


INPANTa 
See  GuAXDiAV  ad  jhool 


INJURIES  TO  THB  PERSON. 

See  Daxaou,  1.  3,  B,  7. 
ICauck,  1,  2,  B. 
Neguqekcb,  8,  4. 

SUKDAT,  1. 


INQUKST. 
See  Appsai^  i. 

INSOLVENTS. 

1.  A  general  assignee  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors  of  an  insolvent  is  not  to  be 
regarded  as  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  in  respect  to  the  property 
assigned,  but  holds  it  sabfect  to  the  same 
equities  which  existed  against  it  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  amignment. 

In  an  action  brought  by  him  to  recover 
a  debt  thus  assigned,  any  set-off  is  avail- 
able as  a  defence  whioh  might  have  been 
interposed  had  the  suit  been  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  assigoor,  and  wliatever 
wouki  bo  a  valid  defence  against  the  daim 
in  the  hands  of  the  assignor,  Is  equally  to 
to  an  actkm  by  the  anrignee.  Mtku  v. 
Ocodmant  S76 

S.  The  provisions  of  the  Two  Tikirds 
Act  (3  R.  a,  6  ed,  93,  g  7,)  which  require 
the  petition  of  the  insolvent  to  the  judgb, 
to  be  accompanied  by  the  afBdartt  of  each 
petitioning  creditor,  stating  the  nature  of 
his  demand,  with  the  genonl  ground  and 
consideration  of  such  indebtedness,  is  not 
tomplied  with  by  au  affidatit  merely  stat- 


ing a  sum  to  be  Justly  duo  from  the  insol- 
vent for  two  promissory  notes  given  for 
an  amount  specified.  And  where  the 
aiBdant  of  one  of  the  petitioning  credit- 
ors, whoso  demand  was  nccossary  to  be 
included  to  make  up  the  required  two 
thirds  in  amount  of  all  the  debts  owing 
by  the  insolvent,  gave  no  other  statement 
of  indebtedness ;  h^  that  the  judge  to 
whom  the  petition  was  presented  acquired 
no  jurlsdiciion  to  proceed  under  the  act, 
and  the  discharge  granted  by  him  was 
void.     Gillies  v.  Crawjord^  338 

3.  li  seems,  that  if  the  insolvent,  in  his 
petition,  or  the  petitioning  creditor,  fails 
to  set  forth  the  consideration  of  the  in- 
debtedness, the  omission,  in  cither  case, 
is  subject  to  tlie  same  rule  of  law ;  and 
the  jud^e  to  whom  the  petition  may  be 
presented  will  acquire  no  jurisdiction  to 
proceed  under  the  act  referred  to.     JUd. 

See  Action,  13. 
AasiQnuxsT,  L 


INSURANCE. 

1.  A  policy  of  marine  insnranoe  eon« 
tained  a  provision  (in  the  memorandum 
clause)  that  all  goods  were  "  warranted 
by  tlic  insured  free  from  damage  or  ii^'uzy 
from  dampness,  change  of  flavor,  kc,  ex- 
cept caused  by  actual  contact  of  sea  water 
with  the  articles  damaged^  occasioned  by 
sea  perils.'*  A  cargo  of  groin,  shipped  in 
one  bulk  under  this  policy,  was  diunaged 
^K)ne  portion  by  actual  contact  with  sea 
water,  and  another  portion  by  dampness 
or  sweat  communicated  from  that  port  of 
the  cargo  which  was  actually  wet  Beldf 
that,  the  insured  were  entitled  to  recover 
for  all  the  damase  done  by  the  contact 
with  sea  water,  wnether  caused  by  immer- 
sion in  the  water,  or  by  dampness  com- 
municated to  the  upper  portion,  from  con- 
tact of  sea  water  with  tne  lower  portion. 
Woodruff  y.  Com.  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,      122 

3.  A  policy  of  marine  insurance  con- 
tained, in  the  body  thereof!  a  clause  in 
manuscript  making  **  grain  sabjoct  to 
average,  if  damaged  ten  percent'*  The 
printed  memorandum  clause  annexed  to 
the  policy  warranted  "grain  free  from 
average,  unless  general;**  and  further 
warranted  it  **ftee  ttom  damage  or  injury 
from  dampness,  change  of  flavor,  &c.,  ex- 
cept caused  by  actual  contactof  sea  water 
with  the  articles  damaged,  occasioned  by 
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MB  pcnia.''    Old.  ihtt  tha  iflaxt  of  itej  JCUSMCIIOS. 

poller  *>*  to  iimn  acMMt  loa  cm  (imia 

■atgect  w  ann^  if  damped  Ua  pw|     1.  TUi  ocnrt  bi 

atVL:  bnt »iUi liic  wnTanij dalit rtonM i ■nil  knmcbt  bf  ft 

be  b««  &«ai  duugc,  txtefl  bj  actoal  agams  a  fim  ' 

ttdiMt  viih  Ka  waicT.  IdaHapm  b 

OM,  Hititbn.  iha:  tbe  imand  sooU  tUa  Mne.    Bmrittl  v.  3lrm  Jattg  ££  it 
not  tva/rtt  lot  daa^age  to  tbt  fiw  (■-  TVwti,  Ch,  Ml 

•and  Kenlting  (rca  anuria  viaijg  bun 


hding 


hido,  tUch  fctKc4  put  bf  lb« 
utOtertmtl  IM. 


X  Wben  as  mHraBrat  is  pwtlj  irrii- 
tao  aiid  pani;  piinlcd.  IL«  K^asMcritit 
poniooi  BMM  CMMoL  '" 

BmKsvTbal,  L 


I.  A  r«MTCi7  «f  a  Jod^nKot  agaiMt 
ooeof  aevcnl  }Miild«btM«  ia  a  bar  loan 
•cUoD  tbercafter  agajoct  all  ^r  idj  of  the 
deMoniipuntlMirjuiDtuMtetcdDesa.  The 
judgnimil  pata  an  md  to  (he  juinl  Ga' '" 
gf  llie  part;  against  whom  it  ia  rgopi  .  . 
and  tbs  pUiatiS;  by  Una  proMadfaw 
■gaiut  one,  abaodoiia  hia  ligbt  to  trau 
tlia  odien  aa  jtniitl/  liable.  Benma  v. 
Abe,  ftst 

3.  Jl  Mnw^  where  an  actjon  a  brrjo^t 
•galDM  an;  number  oT  joint  d^Lilon  tn> 
tlian  the  wbol^  gigeetioo  miui  be  taken 
bj  pl«a  In  abatement,  <tf  it  *iU  b»  dec-med 
waived,  and  Judgment  will  be  giTca  aa 


[f  the  obligation  bo  Jotnt  and  u-Tend,  ihc 
creiUtor  baa  Hm  elecUou  t«  aue  the  debton 
Mntlf.  or  e«cb  of  tbetn  aniamtel;,  and 
Jndsmetit  withoat  aatirtctlwi  against  one 
wtlTbe  DO  bar  to  an  action  aeoinst  another. 
Tbe  oaa*  or  DrtJtt  v.  Milchdl  (3  EaaL 
9(1,)  examined  and  dlaai^oved.      Ibid. 


MAcnoK,  11. 

ArrtAL,  18,  31  to  16. 
CoHranKor  or  Smmam  1,  2. 
Oom,]. 

DlTAirLT,  1. 
DlVOK!^  1,  3. 

Bnnncii,  11,  30. 
FousmD  BicoanuiicK,  l. 
Huuia  CooKt,  1 
UaatK,  1. 
Fbactici,  t. 
BttmBHortAxt  Fmcudikgs. 


-«  :'h-  T    eauon  of  jnriedictiun  to  Cir 
r«^l3:4-T      tbe  para  -  tat  Vtbe  nk- 


3.  In  Mtio—  In  «ml*  iw  ifcia  aopft,  it  ii 
not  neceasai;  te  riiov  aBimaliTel}'  bj 
tbe  eompteint.  tliat  tha  oooit  baa  jonidio 
liooeftbeiiii— rf  the  4a*adma,  or  d 
tbe  aobjectBatUr  at  tbe  actkn.  Iftnc^ 
oiifwdM  asi«%  it  MM(  bapreaoitH 
~  ■  ».  Jf(i<( 
■11 


G.  Tliia  oomt  poaeMra  all  tbe  poireii 
and  juiigdictioD  of  coqnt*  ooorta  tliiDogfa- 
beitate.  SH 


6.  Ajwtkeef  • 

dJRiictaao 

rthaant 

joriadidk-nof  akadiou  apinat 

manied 

woman,  and  con  pre  no  pwaooal  jadj- 

ment  agaiMt  bee 

WaHaoiMY 

°-S 

7.  This  Dooft  hm  ■ 
lew,  opoo  BfMal,  tl 
■dee  «f  a  daMet  oenit  in  ft  an 
mtiaiiHnft  brftlMOMd  ajihUal 
iwDonrlbepMMlaBanMd.  2 

;eediug»  is  b  ~  "       "    " 
the  Supreme  ( 


See  AtTSCO,  13. 
FouKmoBi 
IvBOLTnrtt^  1,  B. 
JrrsncB'a  Otxm  Pkaqitc^  S,  ', 
N*M,  I,  1 
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JUBY. 

1.  A  tnit  WM  brought  to  recorer  sUt- 
«t6  peiialtiet  for  the  orection  of  oertaiD 
baildiDgs  in  the  city  of  New  York  in  vio- 
lation of  the  act  of  1849,  for  the  more 
cffectoal  prevention  of  fireSb  On  the  case 
being  called,  the  defendant  demanded  a 
jurj  trial,  which  the  jndge  presiding  re- 
ftised,  and  the  action  was  thereupon  tried 
by  the  coart  without  a  jury ;  i^eU^  errone- 
oua.  In  such  a  case  a  jury  could  not  be 
dispensed  with,  without  the  consent  of 
the  defendant  Fire  DtpartmerU  v.  Bar- 
rimmt  465 

See  New  Tkial,  8. 


JUSTICES  COURT  PRACTICE. 

1.  The  power  conferred  upon  the  clerks 
of  justices'  courts  (see  Laws  1840,  chap. 
170,)  in  tlie  absence  of  the  justice  at  the 
time  to  which  the  trial  has  been  ad- 
journed, to  further  n4joum  it  without  the 
appearance  or  consent  of  the  parties,  can- 
not be  exercised  until  the  hour  has  ar- 
rived at  which  the  trial  has  been  fixed. 
The  Mayor  J  dtc,  of  New  York  v.  Jhuson^  7 

2.  Where,  on  the  diiy  fixed  for  the  trial, 
but  before  the  hour  appointed,  and  after 
the  justice  had  left  the  court  for  the  day, 
the  derk,  witliout  the  knowledge  of  tlie 
defendant,  adjourned  the  cause  to  a  future 
day,  at  which  time,  the  defendant  not  ap- 
pearing, the  plaintiff  proceeded  to  trial 
and  judgment  JJeid^  that,  the  adjourn- 
ment by  the  derk  bemg  unauthorized,  it 
operated  as  a  discontinuance  of  the  ac- 
tion ;  and,  at  tlie  time  of  the  trial,  the 
cause  was  out  of  court  and  the  justice 
hod  lost  jurisdiction  to  proceed.        Jbid, 

3.  A  plaintiff  in  a  district  court  has  a 
right  to  discontinue  his  action  at  any  time 
before  the  cause  is  finally  submitted.  And 
it  makes  no  diflbronce  that  the  defendant 
has  interposed  a  counter  claim,  and  seeks 
affirmative  reliefl    BidwtU  v.  Wttki^    106 

4.  In  an  action  for  work,  labor,  and  ser- 
vices, the  defiendant  answered  that  the 
work  was  done  under  a  special  contract, 
and  averred  a  breach  of  Uie  contract,  and 
claimed  damages  therefor.  Pending  the 
trial,  the  pbintiff  asked  leave  to  with- 
draw the  action,  and  that  a  judgment  of 
>on-suit  be  entered  agains*   him.     The 


justice  rsAised  the  application,  and 
dered  judgment  for  the  defendant  for  tite 
damages  claimed.  Hdi,  error.  It  was 
the  duty  of  the  justice  to  have  dismisMd 
the  complaint  with  costs,  and  without  pre- 
judice to  a  new  action.  Ibid, 

6.  Under  the  law,  as  it  existed  prior  to 
the  act  of  April,  1857,  relative  to  the  dis- 
trict courts  in  the  dty  of  New  York,  a 
non-resident  plaintiff  might,  at  his  option, 
sue  either  by  long  or  by  short  summons ; 
the  only  difference  being  that,  in  the  lat- 
ter case,  he  was  required  to  famish  proof 
of  bis  non-residence  and  give  security. 
But  by  that  act  the  practkse  was  changed ; 
so  that  now  a  noo-restdeot  plaintiff  must 
in  all  cases  sue  by  dM>rt  summons,  and 
must  furnish  proof  of  bis  non-residence^ 
and  give  security  for  costs.  Hauknheek 
V.  G^im,  238 

6.  In  an  action  brought  in  a  discriot 
court  when  it  appears  by  the  evidenoev 
and  the  objection  »  taken  ai  Ou  trial,  that 
the  plaintiir  is  a  non-resident  of  the 
county,  and  has  not  given  security  for  ike 
defendant's  costs,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jus- 
tice to  dismiss  the  action  without  cosily 
and  without  prejudice  to  a  new  suit  But 
if  the  objection  is  not  tlius  taken,  it  is 
considered  as  waived;  and  the  justice 
wfll  be  deemed  to  have  jurisdiction  of  the 
action,  although  it  may  have  been  brought 
by  a  non-resident  plaintiff  by  short  sum- 
mons^ and  without  giving  security.    Jbid, 

7.  On  the  return  of  a  summons  issued 
from  a  district  court,  the    parties  sp- 
peared,  put  in  their  pleadings,   and  by 
consent  adjourned  the  trial  of  the  action 
to  take  place  before  the  Justice  at  his  pri- 
vate oflBce,  which  was  located  outside  of 
the  district  for  which  he  was  elected.   On 
the  adjourned  day  the  justice  was  absent 
whereupon  the  parties  went  before  the- 
justice  of  another  district,  who  tried  the- 
cause  upon  the  pleadings  thus  put  in,  and 
gave  judgment    I/eld^  I.  That  where  the 
action  is  tried  before  a  justice  of  a  district 
other  thau  the  one  in  which  the  court  ia 
held,  the  return  on  appeal  must  show 
afBrmatively  that  the  justice  of  the  dis- 
trict was  at  the  time  absent  from  the  usual 
place  of  holding  the  court,  or  unable  Uy 
hold  it  from  illness.  IL  The  power  given, 
by  section  •  of  the  District  Court  Act,  (1 
Laws  1857,  707),  to  a  justice  to  hold  court 
in  another  district  than  the  one  to  which 
ho  is  elected,  being  new,  must  be  strictly 
followed,  and  the  flM^  authorizing  its 
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«xeroifle  moit  appMr  by  the  return. 
III.  The  Don-Attendmnoe  of  the  juftice  be- 
fore whom  the  actioii  was  oommenced,  at 
the  adjoumcMl  daj,  operated  as  a  discon- 
tinuanoe,  and  the  sabseqaent  prooeedings 
before  aQO.ner  justice  were  eormn  non 
judice  and  void.     lUed  r.  Wtrlh,        281 

8.  Tliis  was  not  a  case  of  voluntary 
appearance  of  the  parties  within  section 
10  of  the  act,  because  the  pleadings  were 
put  in  before  a  justice  of  a  district  other 
than  the  one  who  tried  the  cause. 

Whether  a  justice  can  in  any  case  pro- 
•cccdwith  the  trial  of  a  cause  commenced 
■before  him,  at  a  place  outside  of  the  district 
for  which  he  is  elected,  without  rendering 
(his  subsequent  prooeedings  in  the  action 
JToid, — Queref  Ibid. 

9.  A  verification  to  an  answer  in  an  ac- 
tion in  a  district  court,  is  sufficient,  if  it 
•be  to  the  effect  that  the  party,  agent,  or 
attorney  verifying  the  pleading  believes  it 
to  be  true.     Schvferin  v.  JTtUf,  394 

10.  On  the  return  of  a  summons  in  a 
district  court,  in  an  action  against  an  in- 
« corpora  ted  society,  the  president  appeared 
.a»d  put  in  an  answer,  alleging  payment 
^T  the  amount  claimed ;  at  a  subsequent 
day,  to  which  the  trial  was  adjourned,  the 
defendant  fitiled  to  appear,  aud  the  plain- 
'tiff  had  judgment  upon  the  pleadings. 
Udd^  upon  appeal,  tliat  the  judgment  was 
regtilar.  OcJdeif  v.  Workingnun^t  Unkm 
BenevokrU  Society,  487 

.-See  Appbal,  1,  16,  22  to  2& 
AmoHimrr,  1,  2,  3. 

EVIDSXCB,  13. 
JUBISDIOTION,  6. 

Marsikd  Womsk,  8. 

SUPPLSMBVTABT   PBOOnDIVaS. 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  In  an  action  for  rent,  against  a  ten- 
.ant  occupying  demised  premises,  he  can- 
not be  permitted  to  claim,  in  abatement 
or  extinguishment  of  the  rent,  that  the 
promises  were  unfit  for  habitation,  or  for 
the  purposes  intended  by  him  at  the  time 
'of  hiring.     Atademy  of  Music  v.  HadnU, 

217 


lessee,  and  of  a  written  guaranty  of  the 
payment  of  rent  by  a  surety,  the  lenee 
called  on  the  lessor,  and  objected  to  taking 
possession  of  the  demised  premises  on  the 
g^und  of  their  defective  state  of  repair. 
The  lessor  thereupon  promised  to  make 
the  repairs  required.  Hdd,  that  this  prom- 
ise was  wholly  without  consideration,  and 
the  breach  thereof  by  the  l<y«tor  fornKyl  iu> 
defence  to  an  action  against  the  surety 
upon  his  guaranty.  GotUberger  v.  Bad- 
way,  312 

3.  This  court  has  not  jurisdiction  to  ns 
view,  upon  appeal,  the  determination  of  a 
justice  of  a  district  court  in  a  summary 
proceeding,  by  a  landlord  against  a  ten- 
ant^ to  recover  the  possession  of  land.  It 
seems,  that  the  only  method  of  reviewing 
those  proceedings  is  by  a  writ  of  cerHonui 
from  the  Supreme  Court. 

The  case  of  Davis  v.  Hudson  (5  Abbott 
P.  R.  63)  disapproved.  RomaineT,  Kmh 
ksmer^  619 

SeeLEASi,  1,  2,  3. 
Reitt. 


LBASB. 

1.  In  an  action,  brought  by  the  as- 
signee of  the  lessor  against  the  lessee,  to 
recover  rent  on  a  covenant  in  the  lease, 
the  defendant  cannot  show  a  breach  bv 

m 

the  original  lessor  of  a  parol  agreement  to 
make  repairs,  entered  bito  subsequent  to 
the  making  oif  the  leasa  Day  v.  Swack- 
homer,  4 

2.  The  liability  of  an  assignee  of  a  lease 
upon  the  covenants  real  annexed  to  tiie 
estate  and  running  with  the  laud,  (under 
1  Rev.  Stat  747,  g§  23,  24,  25).  extcnda 
only  to  covenants  broken  while  he  re- 
mains poHsessed  of  the  estate.  Ho  is  not 
chargeable  for  abroach  of  covenant  wliich 
happened  previous  to  tlie    assignment 

Ibid. 

8.  To  work  a  forfeiture  of  a  lease  for  the 
non-payment  of  rent,  a  demand  must  be 
made  upon  the  demised  premises,  at  a 
convenient  time  before  sundown,  on  the 
day  the  rent  falls  due;  and  the  exact 
amount  must  be  demanded.  The  tenant, 
in  such  a  case,  has  until  midnight  to  pay 
the  rent,  and  until  the  whole  day  has  ae* 
tually  expired,  the  landlord  cannot  pot  is 


force  his  right  to  re-entor. 
2.  After  the  execution  of  a  lease  by  the]     Forfeitures  of  this  description  are  not 
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fATored  in  the  law,  and  therefore,  when 
inaisted  on,  a  demand  of  rent  due  must  be 
shown  with  great  particolaritj.  Aoademy 
0/ Ifusie  Y.  JIackeU,  217 

4.  In  an  action  to  recover  rent  re0er>'ed 
in  a  lease,  against  a  party  in  possession  of 
demised  promises,  a  prima  facie  right  to 
recover  is  established  by  showing  him  to 
have  been  in  actual  possession  at  the 
time  the  rent  became  due.  In  such  a 
case  the  presumption  of  law  is,  that  he 
occupied  08  a&iigaee  of  the  original  lessee. 
Kain  v.  Huxie,  311 

5.  This  presumption  may,  however,  be 
rebutted,  and  the  party  exonerated  fh>m 
liability  to  the  lessor,  by  showing  that  he 
was  not  assignee  in  fact,  and  had  no  in- 
terest in  tlie  lease,  but  occupied  by  per- 
mission of  the  lessee  as  under-tenant  or 
otherwise.  And  whei-e  it  appears  that 
the  party  thus  in  possession  did  not  pos- 
sess the  entire  estate  of  the  original  lessee 
iu  the  term  demised,  no  recovery  can  be 
had.  Ibid, 


6.  The  liability  of  an  assignee  of  a  lease 
rests  upon  his  estate,  and  when  a  party  in 
possession  of  demised  premises  shows  that 
no  estate  is  vested  in  him,  it  follows  that 
he  is  not  liable  as  assignee.  Jbid. 

*l.  In  an  action  upon  a  lease  to  recover 
rent,  it  is  no  defeuce  that  the  lessee  never 
had  poMSossion  of  the  premises  demised. 
To  render  occupancy  of  the  premises  by 
another,  an  answer  to  a  demand  by  the 
]ef«or,  for  rent  of  his  lessee,  it  must  appear 
thai  the  occupation  is  under  a  title  para- 
mount to  that  of  the  lessor.  Mechanics' 
and  Traders'  ]f\re  Ins.  Co,  v.  Scott,      650 

8.  By  leasing:,  the  lessor  does  not  war- 
rant against  the  acts  of  strangers,  or  agree 
to  put  the  lessee  in  actual  possession.  The 
extent  of  his  implied  engagement  is,  that 
he  has  a  good  title,  and  can  give  a  free 
nnd  unincumbered  lease  for  the  term  de- 
mised. Where  a  lentee  is  kept  out  of  pos- 
session by  a  party  other  than  the  lessor, 
or  one  holding  under  a  paramount  title,  he 
must  resort  to  his  proper  remedy  to  g^t 
possession  under  the  lease.  Jbid, 


See  Landlord  akd  Tenant,  2. 
Rent,  1. 


LISN. 

See  ATTACHininr,  2,  .8. 
ivdobsbb,  1. 
Mechanics*  Liev. 
Practice,  4. 


LIMITATION  OF  ACTION& 

1.  In  computing  the  time  within  which 
an  action  must  be  commenced  upon  a  notOi 
the  day  on  which  the  right  of  action  no- 
crued  should  be  excluded  A  note  be- 
came due  October  4,  1852,  and  an  action 
upon  it  was  commenced  October  5,  1858. 
HeUL,  that  the  right  of  action  accrued  on 
October  5,  1^52,  and,  excluding  that  day 
tcom  the  computation,  the  suit  was  brought 
within  me  six  years  limited  by  statute. 
McOraw  v.  Waiker,  404 

2.  An  action  to  recover  for  goods 
wrongfully  taken  by  a  sheriff  under  an 
execution,  must  be  brought  within  three 
years  from  the  day  the  levy  was  made. 
But  the  period  which  may  elapse  between 
the  death  of  any  person  and  the  granting 
of  letters  testamentary  on  his  estate,  not, 
however,  exceeding  six  months,  and  the 
period  of  six  months  after  such  letters  are 
granted,  are  not  to  be  deemed  a  part  of 
such  Umitation  of  three  years.  Codding' 
ionv.  Candey,  628 

See  Shbrut,  2. 


LIQUIDATED  DAKAOE& 
See  AoBSBXESTT,  2. 


MALICE. 

1.  The  intentional  doing  of  a  wrongfbl 
act  with  knowledge  of  its  character,  and 
without  cause  or  excuse,  is  malicioas. 
Etehherry  v.  Levidle,  40 

2.  Malice  is  of  two  kinds:  malice  in 
law — which  is  inferred  flrom  an  act  nn- 
lawfhl  in  itself  and  injurious  to  another ; 
and  express  or  actual  malice— which  re- 
lates to  an  actual  state  or  condition  of 
mind  to  be  established  as  matter  of  fiftct 
by  the  circumstances  of  each  case.    Ibid. 

3.  It  ii  not  necessaiy,  to  constitute  ex* 
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press  malioo,  that  the  act  should  proceed 
DDin  hatred  or  Ul-wilL  It  may  be  in- 
(erred  from  an  apparent  miacbieTOua  in- 
tention of  tlio  mind,  or  fhmi  inexcusable 
reckletisuesa.  Ilnd. 

See  Pamaois,  1. 


MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

1.  In  an  notion  for  malicious  prosecu- 
tion, tlie  question  of  probable  cause  does 
not  depend  upon  an  offence  liaying  been 
ooromiitcd,  nor  upon  the  guilt  or  inno- 
ceuce  of  the  party  accused.  It  is  enougti, 
if  the  circumstances  sliown  were  siiSS- 
nieiitljr  stn>ng  to  justify  a  cautioua  man 
in  the  belief  that  the  accused  was  guilty 
of  the  charge  made,  and  that  the  pfoae- 
cutor,  at  the  time,  honestly  entertained 
■ucfa  a  belieC     Scdnlan  ▼.  Oowle^,      489 


MARINE  COURT. 

1.  In  an  action  commenced  in  ^e  Ma- 
rine Court  by  a  summons  which  required 
the  defendants  to  answer  "a  oomptaint 
for  a  money  demand  on  contract,"  the 
plaintilTis  on  the  return  of  the  summons» 
the  defendants  having  appeared,  applied 
for  leave  to  amend  it  by  substituting  the 
words  •*  an  injury  to  personal  property  " 
for  "  a  money  demand  on  contract."  The 
court  ponnitted  the  amendment,  and  the 
defendants  excepted.  Hdd^  on  appeal, 
that  permitting  the  amendment  was  an 
act  of  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  court 
below,  which  was  not  properly  the  sub- 
*tct  of  review.     Cooper  y.  Kinney ^         12 

2.  The  Marine  Court  at  general  term 
may  reverse,  affirm,  or  modify  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from,  and  upon  a  reversal 
may  order  a  new  trial,  or  may  give  fiual 
jiidniout  for  the_  defendant  when  it  is  ap- 
parent that  upon  no  possible  state  of 
proofs  can  the  plaintiff  recover.  But 
where  the  judgement  is  reversed  because 
the  evidence  at  the  trial  was  insuflBcient 
to  sustain  it,  and  it  is  not  perfectly  clear 
that  t)io  deficiency  cannot  be  supplied, 
a  now  trial  should  be  awarded.  Bawe  v. 
JuUen,  453 

See  Appeal,  22  to  26. 
Attacumext,  1,  2,  3. 
Husband  and  Wife. 


MARRIED  WOMEN. 

1.  A  married  woman  cannot  contract 
so  as  to  bind  herself  generally,  and  her 
general  personal  engagements  will  not 
operate  so  as  to  bind  her  separate  estate. 
The  laws  relating  to  married  women, 
passed  in  1848  and  1849,  have  not  re- 
moved Uiis  general  disability  to  contract. 
Iforffon  Y.  Andrioi,  431 

2.  A  claim  for  damages  arising  out  of  a 
violation  of  a  contract  made  by  a  married 
woman,  g^ranting  the  use  of  a  thing  at- 
tached to  a  fr^hold,  possesses  none  of 
the  elements  necessary  to  obtain  relief 
against  her  aqiarate  estate.  Per  Brady, 
Mifft.  IlAdL 

3.  A  justice  of  a  district  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  of  an  action  against  a  married 
woman,  and  can  give  no  personal  judg- 
ment against  her.  If  she  is  possessed  of 
a  separate  estate,  and  obligations  are  in- 
curred by  her  in  respect  to  it,  they  can 
only  be  enforced  in  a  coiul  of  equity,  as  a 
charge  against  it,  but  never  as  a  personal 
liabUity. 

It  aeemif  that  judgments  in  such  actions 
are  not  enforoed  by  execution,  but  operate 
as  a  lien  upon  the  estate  charged,  and  aro 
enforoed  as mrem.  WiUkmsY.OarroU,  43S 

4.  In  an  action  brought  to  reach  the 
separate  estate  of  a  married  woman,  the 
complaint  alleged  the  making  of  a  prom- 
issory note  by  the  husband,  the  guaranty 
thereof  by  the  wife,  the  protest  of  the 
note,  and  notice  thereof  to  her.  Aliw 
that,  at  the  making  of  the  guaranty,  she 
possessed  a  separate  estate;  that  the  note 
was  given  by  the  husband  in  payment  for 
services  rendered  thereto  in  the  erection 
of  a  building,  ko. ;  that  the  guaranty  was 
accepted  on  the  credit  of  such  estate,  and 
that  the  note  thus  guaranteed  had  been 
duly  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffl  Mdd^  bad 
on  demurrer.    Sextan  ▼.  lUei^  477 

5.  A  married  woman  cannot  contract 
by  guaranty,  and  as  the  only  cause  of  ac- 
tion alleged  against  her  was  upon  such  a 
contraot,  and  not  upon  any  equitable  ob- 
ligation or  demand,  the  payment  of  which 
would  be  enforced  out  of  her  separate  es- 
tate, the  complaint  therefore  was  defec- 
tive. JOnd. 

6.  Per  Bradt,  J.— -In  an  action  against 
a  married  woman,  her  separate  property 
may  be  readied  by  judgmsnt  and  ezecu* 


Seo  DjufAOBS,  1. 

Husband  amd  Win. 
N«w  TaiAi,  1. 

SurPLEHtNTlRT  Pboceedingb,  4. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

1.  The  defendant  directed  his  bcttdii 
to  remove  mow  and  iee  from  tli«  rooF  c 
his  house,  giting  do  specitli 
■sto  the  manner  of  doing  it,  and 
v*tit  procured  another  to  assist  liim;  Che 
ice  WHS  BO  negligently  Uiroi 
ro-ifaa  to  kill  a  person  passing  upon  the 
puhlie  aidewajli  underneath ;  llrld,  that 
tlie  defeudant  uas  responaible  fur  tlie 
wboia  performaoce  of  tbe  work;  nnil  ' 
wus  immaterial  vrhetlier  Ihe  dentil  tv 
occaaioaod  by  the  particular  act  of  tho 
■ervact,  or  by  that  of  the  other  person 
engaged.     Altho/v.  Wcl/,  3 

2.  A  prinoipAl  ia  not  liable  for  injur! 
arising  lh>m  tlie  willM  act  of  tiia  Berrsi 
Wirttenm  t.  BigkOi  Av.  BR.  Co.,        3 

See  Prdtcipal  and  Aibit. 


UECHANICS'  LIEN. 

1.  Where  a  building  conlmot  specilie* 
a  sum  »  liB  dMiucttd  for  aiiy  pjriLeu';ir 
omission  or  taSate  in  its  pcrforninncB  by 
tho  contractor,  the  owner  cannot,  in  a  pr> 
ceeding  by  a  eub-coutmctor  to  enforce  a 
lien  ucqiured  under  the  Uech.iaies'  Lien 
law.  chiim  any  other  or  grentcr  rale  of 
deduction  by  reuaon  of  tho  o>til.<«ion^  for 
tbe  purpose  of  showing  bimaelf  discbarged 
[foni  I'Hbilitjto  Ibe  contractor.  GUUnv. 
Hubbard,  303 

3.  Puiiea  [timlshiag  labor  or  malprinle 
toward  tlie  erection  of  a  building  under  a 
gcnenil  employment,  may  Bc<|uire  a  lien 
UDdur  tlie  Uecbaiiics'  IJea  Law.  Ibr  die 
value  of  such  materials  and  labor.  EmiOi 
¥.  Cot,  365 

3.  It  ia  caaential  to  the  establishment 
of  a  meclian'ic'a  lien  upon  preruieea,  that 
at  the  lime  of  tiling  the  notice  thenxii; 
there  wua  nctually  duo  or  owing  from  tlie 
owner  to  the  original  contracior,  upon  his 


I.  ITie  lien  eradil«r  aucceeda  only  to 
rights  and  cl^ms  which,  at  the  time  of 
tiling  the  notice,  are  poMcesed  by  ibe 
origins]  contlkctor,  and  unless  anch  facts 
are  estaUi^ied  as  would,  in  a  proper  ac- 
(ion,  entitle  the  original  contractor  to  re- 
cof  er,  tlie  Uen  creditor  CAnnot.         Ibid. 

5.  ^IHmuthatif  theorigioal  contrncto'' 
und  thB  owner  should  make  ft  fraudslen' 
Hcttloment  for  the  purpose  of  depriving 
parties  (iimiahing  laborer  materials  of  any 
lien  therefor,  the  oourt  would  disregard 
it.  lbi± 

6.  Tbe  primaijr  object  of  tbe  Uerhanica' 
Lien  Iaw  ia  (o  erente,  in  tivnr  ■■(  tho 
aub-coattsctor,  lulxirer,  and  tnateriul  uiuii, 
a  lien  apon  the  fbud  in  the  bands  of  the 
un-ner,  due  or  owing  to  the  contractor, 
and  aa  to  that  hind  to  create  a  lieo  having 
priority  over  every  generaJ  creditor  of  tbe 

Tiifir  f.  Kieraled,  BIT 


1.  The  deatboT  the  contractor  after  the 
compl^on  cX  the  w(H'k,  does  not  deprive 
a  Buti-contractor,  laborer,  or  material  man, 
of  the  right  to  thereafter  Qle  •  nolice  Jt 
claim,  Eind  acquire  a  lien  for  labor  or  ma- 
loriala  furnished  on  the  employment  or 
requL'Stofthe  contractor.  The  only  con- 
dition impoaed  by  (lie  Uw  upon  tho  right 


ef  tbe  lieu  claimed. 


Ibid. 


iriti. 


t  tlie  n 


claim  tlierein  prescrit>ed  shall  be  (lied  and 
d  within  six  mootba  after  the  work 
-leon  performed  or  the  materials  fur- 
nished. Ibid. 

In  a  proceeding  to  enforce  a  me- 
cliaiiit's  lien,  the  service  of  Ibe  nolice  to 
appear  and  submit  to  an  accounting,  |j  in 
eB'cct  tbe  commencement  of  a  auit,  and 
wbctlior  the  owner  appears  or  not  on  tho 
day  e[ieoifled,  the  proceedings  thereafter 

9  in  an  action.    Browti  v.  Wood,  CIS 

The  service  of  a  defective  bill  of  par- 
ticular* constitutes  no  ground  (br  dia- 
inyUieprooeeding.  If  the  bill  served 
>l  wfflelently  specific,  tbe  defendant 
may,  befiire  anawenng.  require  a  further 
and  man  particular  bin,  under  %  1G8  tf 
IheCoJe.  IbU, 

SseConEAOT,  6. 

HEUOEANDA. 
Bea  EnDsmx,  IT. 
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IIEBOER 

1.  Where  one  of  two  partDere  giTea  bia 
individual  note  for  their  juhit  debt,  a  judg- 
ment u\K>u  the  note  opera  teg  as  an  extin- 
guiMhment  or  mei^er  ol' their  joiut  habilitj. 
Bensati  v.  Paine^  552 

See  Agreement,  2. 


MISTAKE. 

See  IKDOBSER,  1. 

MORTGAGE  OF  CHATTELS. 
See  Chatteus^  3. 


NAME. 

1.  Under  the  "  Act  to  authorize  persons 
to  change  their  names,"  (Laws  1847,  ch. 
464),  liefore  the  judge  is  entitled  to  exer- 
cise the  special  juritidiction  thereby  con- 
ferred, the  evidence  presented  must  be 
such  that  he  can  say  judicially,  that  tlie 
applicant  will  derive  a  pecuniary  benefit 
by  assniming  another  name.  Mere  belief 
of  tlio  petitioner  tliat  it  will  be  for  his  pe- 
cuniary interest  that  lila  name  should  be 
chaiigt'd,  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  the 
judjre  to  order  the  change  desired. 

The  origin  of  proper  names  considered, 
and  the  law  and  usage  respecting  them 
examined. — Per  Dalt,  F.  J.  Pdilion  of 
John  Snook,  566 

2.  It  seems,  that  although  the  ca^tom 
is  universal  for  all  male  persons  to  bear 
the  name  of  their  parents,  there  is  nothing 
in  the  law  prohi>)iting  a  man  from  taking 
another  name,  if  h.-  so  desires;  nor  is 
there  any  penalty  or  punishment  for  so 
doing. 

A  contract  or  obligntion  may  be  entered 
into  by  a  perstm  by  any  name  he  may 
choose  to  asduine.  The  law  only  looks  to 
tlie  identity  of  the  individual,  and  when 
that  is  clearly  established,  the  act  will  be 
binding  upou  him.  Ibid, 


NEGLIGENCE. 

1.  M.  lefr  liis  horso  and  cart  standing 
upon  a  public  pier  or  dock,  within  two 
leet  of  the  edge,  al  u  lime  wh<'u  the  pier  | 


was  crowded,  and  there  was  room  fbr 
only  one  horse  and  cart  to  pass  upon  it. 
The  horse's  bit  was  out,  and  he  was  feed- 
ing. The  defendants'  cart,  passing,  came 
in  contact  with  M.'s  cart,  and  threw  it 
and  the  horse  into  the  river,  where  the 
horse  was  drowned.  Ildd^  that  M.  could 
not  recover  therefor.  He  was  not  only 
obstructing  a  public  highway,  but  was 
guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  leaving  his 
horso  at  tlie  edge  o(  a  dock,  afler  remov- 
ing tlie  bit,  the  only  thing  by  which  tlie 
animal  could,  in  case  of  accident  or  emer- 
gency, be  controlled.  Morris  v.  Phelps,  38 

2.  Where  a  party  has  been  injured  by 
a  collision  upon  a  public  highway,  he  can- 
not maintain  an  action  if  the  facts  show 
that  he  has  in  any  manner,  by  his  own 
carelessness  or  neglect,  contributed  to  or 
caused  the  injury  of  which  he  complains. 

Ihid. 

8.  R  seems  that  municipal  corporations 
are  not  responsible  for  injuries  to  third 
persons,  arising  from  the  negligence,  want 
of  skill,  or  carelessness  of  contractors,  or 
those  employed  under  them,  while  en- 
gaged in  the  prosecution  of  repairs  upon 
the  streets  of  the  city.  Lockwood  y.  Mayor^ 
&Cy  of  New  York,  66 

4.  But  it  is  otherwise  where  the  injury 
is  occasioned,  not  by  any  fault  of  the  con- 
tractor or  his  servants,  but  is  the  resuU 
of  an  act  which  the  corporation,  by  their 
contract,  direct  to  be  done.  In  such  a 
case,  the  principle  of  respondeat  superior 
applies.  Where  the  contractor  has  merely 
done  what  he  was  required  to  do  by  the 
contract,  he  is  not  the  party  to  be  made 
responsible ;  but  those  who  directed  him 
to  do  the  act  must  anawor  for  the  dauiMge 
oocastooed  thereby.  Ibid. 

5.  Any  one  who  casts  ice,  snow,  or 
other  missiles  from  the  roof  of  a  house 
upon  the  sidewalk  of  a  city  street,  with- 
out stationing  some  one  below  to  warn 
passers  by,  is  guilty  of  gross  negligence. 
And  if  a  person  passing  underneath  is 
injured  by  the  act,  it  will  not  be  pre- 
sumed that  such  person  was  negligent  so 
as  to  defeat  a  recovery  of  damages  for  the 
injury.    AUhofr,  Wolf,  344 

See  CoyPLAiNT,  3. 
Damages,  10,  II. 
Master  and  Sertakt,  1. 
New  York  Cttt,  7. 
Railboai>8^  1. 
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NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  Where,  upon  appeal,  the  judgment 
18  reversed  and  a  new  trial  is  orderedf  and 
no  provision  is  inserted  in  the  order  allow- 
injr  cither  party  to  use,  upon  such  new 
trial,  any  of  the  testimony  previously 
takon,  tlie  case  stands  in  every  respect 
us  if  no  trial  liad  taken  place ;  end  it  is 
error  to  allow,  on  such  new  trial,  the  evi- 
dence taken  on  the  former  trial  to  be  read 
from  the  printed  case.  Rippovoam  Co.  v. 
Strong^  52 

2.  In  an  action  upon  a  marine  policy  of 
insurance,  a  verdict  having  been  rendered 
fbr  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  court  at  general  term,  the  court,  after 
arjpiment,  granted  an  order  setting  aside 
the  verdict,  and  ordering  a  new  trial,  un- 
less tlie  parties  would  consent  to  a  refer- 
ence to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  dam- 
allies  sustained  by  the  plainiifT,  exclusive 
of  those  arising  from  a  cause  held  by  the 
court  not  to  be  within  the  terms  of  the 
policy.  The  parties  consented,  and  a  refer- 
ence was  orilcred  accordingly.     Iltld^ 

I.  That  the  defendants,  by  their  con- 
sent, waived  their  right  to  a  new  trial  be- 
fore a  Jury,  and  that  the  final  judgment  of 
the  court  at  general  term  was  reserved 
until  the  coming  in  of  the  referee's  report. 

II.  That  his  rei^>ort  should  be  regarded 
in  the  same  manner  as  a  special  finding 
of  a  Jury,  nnd  ought  not  to  be  set  aside 
unless  it  wns  against  the  clear  weight  of 
evidence,  and  the  preponderance  in  favor 
of  the  unsuccessful  party  was  so  great  ns 
to  lead  to  the  conclusion  not  only  that  in- 
jiuitice  had  been  done,  but  that  tlie  find- 
iiig  must  have  been  the  result  of  passion, 
prejudice,  undue  bias,  or  comipUou, 

III.  That  it  was  for  the  defendants  to 
bIiow  affirmatively,  on  such  reference,  the 
extent,  character,  and  amount  of  the  inju- 
ries which  resulted  from  the  cause  held 
by  the  court  not  to  be  within  the  terms 
of  the  policy;  and,  that  the  referee  hav- 
ing found,  as  matter  of  fact,  that  no  ap- 
preciat>le  damage  was  caused  tliereby,-and 
ins  reix)rt  not  being  so  clearly  against  tlie 
weight  of  evidence  as  to  justify  the  court 
in  setting  it  aside  upon  that  account,  it 
was  properly  confirmed,  and  judgment  for 
the  plaititifi*  for  the  Aill  amount  of  his 
claim,  was  correct.  Woodrvff  v.  Commer- 
eiai  Mutual  Ins.  Co,,  130 

3.  Where  sufficient  and  competent  proo^ 
on  a  question  of  value,  was  before  the 
jary,  thair  verdict  will  not  bo  set  aside 


for  an  error  of  the  judge  in  allowing  wit- 
nesses to  state  their  opinions  on  the  sub- 
ject, unless  there  are  strong  probable 
grounds  to  believe  that  the  merits  of  the 
question  were  not  fhUy  and  fairly  tried, 
anM  that  injustice  has  been  done.  Re- 
naud  V.  Peck,  137 

4.  Where  the  defendant  moved  for  a 
new  trial  on  the  ground  of  newly  discov- 
ered evidence,  which  he  desired  to  use  to 
rebut  testimony  g^ven  by  the  plaintiff  at 
the  trial;  and  it  appeared  that  one  of  the 
witnesses,  whose  testimony  was  newly 
discovered,  was  the  defendant's  son,  and 
another  was  present  in  court  during  the 
trial,  and  known  to  defendant  to  be  cog- 
nizant of  dealings  between  the  parties 
involved  in  the  suit;  and  it  also  appeared 
that  the  reason  defendant  did  not  inform 
himself  of  the  testimony  which  could  be 
obtained  from  these  witnesses  was  that 
he  did  not  anticipate  such  evidence  as 
was  given  by  the  plaintiff;  Btdd,  that  tlie 
defendant  had  not  used  due  diligence,  and 
was  not  entitled  to  the  new  trial  asked. 

The  tests  by  which  cumulative  evidence 
is  CO  be  distinguished,  considered. 

If  the  newly  discovered  evidence  dis- 
closed on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  relates 
to  any  fact  proved  on  the  trial,  whether 
bearing  ujion  the  issue  directly  or  col- 
laterally, the  evidence  is  cumulative,  and 
the  motion  will  not  be  granted.  Lwvy  v. 
Bvbais,  285 

5.  A  new  trial  will  not  be  g^nted  upon 
the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence, 
where  it  appears  that  the  existence  of  the 
evidence  might,  with  reasonable  diligence, 
have  been  ascertained  at  the  time  of  the 
trial     Campbdlv.  Genet,  290 

6.  It  is  not  error  for  the  presiding  judge 
upon  a  trial  to  express  his  opinion  on  a 
question  of  fact,  if  the  final  determination 
of  the  question  is  distinctly  left  to  th^ 
jury.    AUho/y.  Wolf,  344 

7.  In  an  action  by  the  representatives 
of  a  person,  for  wrongfully  causing  his 
death,  the  judge  charged  the  jury  that  the 
wife  and  child  would  have  been  entitled 
to  a  support  from  him,  the  former  during 
her  hfe,  and  the  latter  until  the  age  of 
twenty-one;  and  that  he  would  be  en- 
titled to  their  eaniinga.  Ileld,  that  the 
charge  was  correct.  Ibid. 

8.  When  a  case  has  been  fairly  submit- 
ted to  a  jury,  their  verdict  cvill  not  be  set 
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MSdemeraljbeoraw  ilnenttoteagalDtt 
the  weight  of  thaeTidraoo.  Tojiut^ythe 
ooort  ID  totting  aiide  a  Terdict  m  bebg 
agaiitft  the  weight  of  evidence,  the  pre- 
ponderancy  should  be  so  great  as  to  war- 
rant tho  ooDolusion  that  Ske  verdict  must 
have  been  the  result  of  pr^udice,  pas- 
sion, undue  bias,  or  corruption  on  the 
part  of  the  jury.  That  their  finding  seems 
to  be  in  opposition  to  the  views  expressed 
in  Uie  charge  of  the  judge,  affords  no 
ground  whatever  for  inteifering  with  it. 
When  the  evidence  is  oonflicting,  it  is  the 
ri^ht  and  province  of  the  Jury  to  deter- 
mme  tho  questions  of  fact  submitted  to 
them,  uncontrolled  by  the  court  Cod' 
dingUm  v.  Comity,  628 

See  Appear  6. 

ILiBors  Ck>UBT,  2. 


NEW  TOEK  CITY. 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  city  charters  ot 
1830,  1849  and  1857,  prohibiUng  the 
drawing  of  any  money  fVom  the  treasury 
until  it  has  been  duly  appropriated  to  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  drawn ;  also  the 
tax  law  of  1857,  restricting  tlie  apphcation 
of  tlie  moneys  authorized  to  be  raised  by 
tax,  to  the  objects  therein  specified ;  were 
only  designed  as  a  protection  against 
usurpations,  improvidences,  or  dishonesty 
cf  corporation  oflQcials,  and  were  not  in- 
tended to  prevent  the  operation  of  any 
bubsequent  act  of  the  legislature.  Green 
V.  The  Mayor^  etc,  of  Ntw  York^  203 

0 

2.  The  tax  law  of  1857  having  author- 
ized a  certain  sum  to  be  levied  for  speci- 
tiod  purposes,  "and  for  such  other  ex- 
penses as  the  mayor,  Ac.,  of  New  York 
may  be  put  to  by  law,"  hdd^  in  an  action 
brought  by  a  justice  of  a  district  court 
whose  salary  had  been  subsequently  in- 
creased by  au  act  of  the  legislature,  that 
such  act  im[)Osed  such  an  obligatiou  or 
expense,  and  the  increased  salary  might 
be  paid  out  of  any  contingent  fund  pro* 
vided  for,  or  out  of  any  surplus  over  the 
estimated  amounts  specified  in  the  tax 
bill  as  required  for  a  particular  purposei 

Ihid. 
0 

3.  Tlio  rule  of  law,  that  an  owner  of 
land  fronting  upon  a  highway,  is  prima, 
lacis  the  owner  to  tho  centre  of  the  road, 
subject  only  to  the  public  easement  over 
it,  is  applicable  to  tlie  streets  in  the  city 
tf  New  York. 


Therefore,  in  the  absonce  of  any  prool 
upon  the  sulgect  of  ownenhip  of  the  adH 
in  the  atreeta,  the  title  to  It  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  in  the  a4i^^>^fi>  owner,  and 
not  Ui  the  oorpontioQ  of  the  city.  MoU 
V.  MdyoTf  tJfccL,  of  New  Tork^  358 

4.  Since  the  law  relative  to  altenng 
the  grades  of  streets  in  the  city  of  New 
York  (Laws  1852,  <diap.  52,  p.  46,)  the 
oommon  council  cannot  change  or  alter 
the  grade,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  any 
street  below  Sixty-third  street,  except 
upon  the  written  consent  of  the  owners 
of  at  least  two  thirds  of  the  land  fronting 
upon  the  part  of  the  street  proposed  to  be 
altered.  Ibid, 

5.  The  corporation  of  the  city  of  New 
York  is  bound  to  keep  the  streets  opened 
within  its  limits  for  pubUc  use,  in  such 
repair  that  they  may  be  safely  traveled 
upon  ;  and  for  any  injuries  happening  to 
persons  through  the  neglect  of  Uie  corpo- 
ration to  perform  this  duty,  it  is  liabla 
Wallace  v.  Ihe  Mdjfor,  dta,  of  New  York, 

440 

6.  The  sidewalk  is  a  p«krt  of  the  public 
street,  and  although  the  corporation  may 
impose,  by  ordinance,  the  duty  upon  tlie 
adjoining  lot  owner  of  keeping  the  side- 
walk in  repair,  yet  it  does  not  thereby  re- 
lieve itself  of  the  duty  imposed  upon  it 
by  law,  to  keep  in  repair  the  streets  of 
the  city.  Jbid. 

7.  The  liability  of  the  corporation  for 
the  neglect  of  such  a  duty,  differs  from 
those  cases  where  ii^uries  result  fh>m  ob- 
structions placed  in  the  streets  by  indi- 
viduals, and  in  respect  to  which  it  cannot 
be  held  liable,  unless  it  is  shown  that 
notice  of  the  obstruction  was  given  to  its 
proper  officers,  and  they  had  neglected  to 
cause  it  to  be  removed.  Jbid, 

See  Acnov,  9. 

Kbouobncb,  3,  4. 
SrATum,  1. 
SrRxnsi  3. 
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See  OuABDUx  ad  utkk. 

NON-SUIT. 


i     1.  If  a  defendant  after  moving  for  a 
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maa-«Qit  at  the  trial,  upop  the  ground  that 
1^  evidnnce  is  insafficient  to  justify  aaj 
recoveiy,  supplies  the  proof,  the  waoi  of 
wbidi  formed  the  basis  of  the  rootioDf  it 
will  be  no  ground  for  reversing  the  judg- 
ment on  appeal,  that  the  proper  evidence 
was  not  before  the  court  at  the  moment 
the  non-suit  was  asked.  Lambert  y. 
Sedy,  429 

See  GouPLADfT,  2,  3. 

Justiob's  Coubt  PkjlCtiob^  6,  6 


NinSANCB. 

I.  An  action  to  recover  damages  or  a 
Ftataic  pt'tialtj,  for  creating  op  continuing 
a  nuitjauce,  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless 
a  jury  trial  is  waived.  Actions  of  such  a 
nature  were  triable  by  a  jury  prior  to  the 
oonstitutfon  of  1846,  and  the  rig^it  was 
preserved  by  that  instrument  A  jury 
trial  cannot  now  be  dispensed  with  in 
iuch  cases,  unless  the  parties  consent 
thereto  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law. 
/V«  Depaarimeni  v.  Harrimm^  455 


PARTIES  TO  ACTIONS. 

1.  To  maintain  an  action  on  contract,  it 
must  appear  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  only 
person  ;x>j?5j^«se«!  of  any  ownership  or  in- 
terest in  the  demand ;  so  that,  on  a  recov- 
ery and  subsequent  payment,  all  rig) its  of 
action  in  respect  to  it  will  be  barred  as 
against  the  defendant.    MiHa  v.  Pearson, 

16 

2.  An  action  against  the  sureties  upon 
the  oOicial  bond  of  a  constable  of  the  ciiy 
of  New  York,  given  pursuant  to  tlio  re- 
quirements of  §  147  of  2  Revised  Laws  of 
1813,  (p.  397),  to  recover  for  a  wrongful 
ftst  done  by  the  constable  in  his  official 
capacity ;  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name 
of  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty 
of  the  city  of  New  York.  Tho  bond  be- 
ing given  to  the  mayor,  Ac.,  of  Xow  York, 
br  the  bencllt  of  any  person  aggrieved  by 
'.he  official  misconduct  of  the  constable, 
they  are  "  trustees  of  an  express  trust " 
within  the  moaning  of  §  113  of  the  Code, 
and  may  sue  without  joining  with  them 
the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  suit  is 
prosecuted.  The  MayoTy  dx.^  of  Kew  York 
f .  BnUf  660 


See  Acnov,  4. 

CONTRAOT,  1. 

Oon.VTBR  Olaiu,  1. 

KXKCUTORS  AND  ADMIXISTaiTOBCS  1. 

Guardian  ad  litesi,  2. 

PAUTNEliSUIP,  3. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  B.  and  R.  were  copartners.  B.,  after 
collocting  part  of  the  assets  of  the  Arm,  ab- 
sconded, and,  by  letter,  abandoned  the  ro- 
maininp:  assets  to  R.,  who  exocutod,  in  the 
name  of  tho  tirm,  a  general  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  the  creditors.  J/tldj  that 
such  a  surrender  and  abandonment  invest- 
ed R.  with  power  thus  to  dispose  of  the 
partncr.^liip  property.  Where  such  an  au- 
thority can  fairly  be  implied  from  facts  and 
circumstances,  courts  of  equity  will  up- 
hold acts  done  under  it    Kelly  v.  Baker, 

531 

2.  Where  one  of  two  partners  gives  hia 
individual  note  for  Uioir  joint  debt,  a  judg- 
ment upon  the  note  operates  as  an  extin- 
guishment or  morger  of  their  joint  liability 
A  recovery  of  a  judgment  against  one  of 
several  joint  debtors  is  a  bar  to  an  action 
thereafter  ai^inst  all  or  any  of  the  debtors 
upon  their  joint  indebtedness.  Tlio  judg- 
ment puts  on  end  to  the  joint  liability  of 
the  p:)rty  against  whom  it  is  recovered, 
and  tho  plaintiflT,  by  thus  proceeding 
against  one,  abandons  his  right  to  treat 
the  others  as  jomtly  liable.  Rfoson  v. 
Pninft,  652 

0 

3.  It  seemsy  where  an  action  is  brought 
ngainnt  any  number  of  joint  debtors  less 
tlian  tlie  whole,  objection  must  bo  taken 
by  plea  in  abatement,  or  it  will  be  deemed 
waived,  and  judgment  will  be  given  as 
upon  an  obligation  only  of  the  party  sued. 
If  (ho  obligation  be  joint  and  several,  the 
creditor  has  the  election  to  sud  the  debt- 
ors jointly,  or  each  of  them  separately,  and 
a  judgment  witliout  satisfaction  agiiinst 
one  will  bo  no  bar  to  an  action  against 
another. 

The  caso  of  Drake  r.  AKteheU  (3  East 
251,)  examined  and  disapproved.       IbitL 

See  AonoN,  4. 
contbaot,  1. 
Skt-off,  2. 


PAYMENT. 
1.  Spurious  or  counterfeit  bank  bOli 
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gtven  in  diaoharge  of  a  debt,  will  not  ope- 
rate as  a  payment,  tboagh  both  parties  at 
the  time  suppoee  them  to  be  genoinei 
Bak&r  y.  BomtM^  397 


PHYSICIAN. 


See  EriDKycx,  9. 


PLEADING. 

1.  A  dental  in  an  answer,  "  upon  infor- 
mation and  belief;"  is  no  traverse.  The 
effect  of  such  a  form  of  denial  is  to  admit 
tho  fact  in  the  complaint  to  which  it  re- 
latesL     TKeraiaon  v.  McSpedon^  1 

2.  A  denial  in  an  answer,  in  an  acdon 
brought  to  recover  rent,  of  *'each  and 
every  allegation  in  tho  complaint,  where- 
in and  whereby  the  defendant  is  charged 
with  being  liable  for  any  rent  to  the  plain- 
tiflb,  or  of  any  sum  being  due  or  owing 
from  him  to  them,"  puts  at  issue  an  aver- 
ment in  the  complaint  *'  that  the  rent  was, 
as  it  became  due,  duly  demanded.**  Hil- 
ton, J.,  dissenting.  Academy  of  Music  v. 
HackeO,  217 

3.  In  an  action  by  the  holdnrof  a  prom- 
issoiy  note  against  a  first  indorser  for  val- 
ue, before  maturity,  the  answer  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  real  party  in 
interest,  nor  the  owner  of  the  note.  That 
it  belonged  to  one  R.,  the  second  indorser, 
who,  oi  the  time  ho  owned  it,  was  indebt- 
ed to  the  maker,  and  that  tho  maker  had 
notified  the  first  indorser  thereof^  and  for- 
bidden hira  to  pay  it,  and  if  he  did  pay  it, 
the  maker  would  not  pay  him.  Held,  That 
the  only  material  averment  in  the  answer, 
was  that  which  alleged  the  plaintiff  to  be 
not  the  real  party  in  interest,  nor  the  own- 
er of  tho  note.  The  residue  constituted  no 
defence,  and  was  properly  stricken  out  as 
irrelevant.     Arrangoiz  v.  Fraser,         244 

4.  The  general  rule  in  the  construction 
of  a  pleading — ^that  a  party  has  stated  his 
case  in  the  best  way  which  it  is  Oapable 
of  being  stated — has  not  been  altered  by 
the  Code.  The  Code,  by  requiring  plead- 
ings te  be  liberally  construed,  does  not 
mean  that  substantial  averments  may  be 
omitted,  and  the  omission  disreganied. 
Koenig  v.  Noil,  323 

5.  An  answer  consisting  of  aveiments 
false  in  fact,  is  a  sliam  pleading. 


A  pleading  is  irrelevant  whioh  oonsista 
of  matter  having  no  snbetaatial  relMion  to 
the  inhject  of  the  controversy. 

A  frivolooa  answer  is  one  which,  assum- 
ing its  contents  to  be  troe  presents  no  de- 
fence to  the  action. 

Where  an  answer  states  facts  which,  if 
properly  averred,  might  constitute  a  valid 
defence,  it  will  not  be  stricken  out  as 
sham,  irrelevant,  or  fiivdons. 

Defective  averments  in  a  pleading  should 
be  taken  advantage  of  bj  demurrer. 
StmnerY,  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  47C 

See  Answxb. 

COMPLAIHT. 

JuRiSDionox,  1,  2,  3. 

JusnOB'S  COUBT  FRAOnOM,  Sf  10. 
PRAOnCB,  6,  6. 

Tesdsr,  1. 


PBAGTICB. 

1.  Where,  upon  appeal,  the  jodgment 
is  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  is  o^red, 
and  no  provision  is  inserted  in  the  order 
allowing  either  party  to  u  e,  upon  such 
new  trial,  any  of  the  testunDny  previously 
taken,  the  case  stands,  in  every  respect, 
as  if  no  trial  had  taken  place ;  and  it  is 
error  to  allow,  on  such  new  trial,  ihe  evi- 
dence taken  on  the  former  trial  to  be  read 
from  the  printed  case.  Rippowam  Co.  v. 
Strong^  52 

2.  A  defSsndant  failing  to  serve  his  an- 
swer within  the  time  allowed  for  that 
purpose,  upon  excusing  his  default  and 
showing  a  good  defence,  is  usually  per- 
mitted to  interpose  it  upon  terms.  Ciark 
V.  Lyoitj  91 

3.  Where  the  right  to  arrest  the  de- 
fendant is  derived  finom  the  nature  of  the 
action— e.  ^.,  where  the  action  is  against 
an  agent  for  the  conversion  of  goods  de- 
livered to  him  to  sell  upon  commission — 
the  defendant  will  not  be  allowed,  upon 
a  motion  to  discharge  fh>m  arrest,  to  in- 
troduce affidavits  to  prove  that  no  cause 
of  action  exists.  Solomon  v.  Waas,    179 

4.  Where  an  attorney  has  appeared  for 
a  defendant  without  authority,  the  court 
will  not  set  aside  the  judgment  but  will 
leave  the  defendant  to  his  action  against 
the  attorney.  If  the  defendant,  however, 
swe;irs  to  tlie  merits,  the  court  will  aUow 
him  to  come  in  and  defend,  suffering  the 
judgment  to  stand,  that  the  plaiutiff*s  lion, 
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•oqaired  by  the  judgment,  may  be  pre- 
served. 

But  the  defendant  must  apply  for  relief, 
in  such  a  case,  with  due  diligence,  and,  if 
there  is  delay,  must  fUmish  satisfactory  ex- 
cuse therefor.  Boffardus  T.  Livingston,  236 

5.  If  the  right  to  serve  an  unvcrifled 
answer  be  disputed,  the  question  may  be 
brought  before  the  court  for  determina- 
tion by  a  motion  for  judgment,  as  upon  a 
failure  to  answer.  On  such  a  motion,  the 
defendant  is  not  required  to  show  that 
the  direct  effect  of  admitting  the  truth  of 
the  matter  charged  would  be  to  subject 
him  to  punishment  or  liability;  it  is  suffi- 
cient that  it  might  have  that  tendency ; 
nor  is  it  essential  to  be  shown  how  it 
would  or  might  subject  him  to  prosecu- 
tion or  punishment 

The  inquiry  is  excluded  when  it  ap- 
pears that  the  object  is  to  procure  an  ad- 
mission of  the  party  that  he  has  been 
guilty  of  an  act  punishable  as  a  crime, 
unless  an  indictment  for  it  would  be 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations; 
when,  if  the  matter  is  material,  the  party 
may  be  required  to  answer.  Moloney  v. 
J)ow8,  247 

6.  II  Mdnw,  that  if  a  witness  or  party 
hAs  l)cLii  nnrdoneil  for  an  oiyonco,  he  is 
privileged  from  answering  respecting  it 
So  fieU,  where  the  defendant,  without 
leave  of  the  court  served  an  unverified 
answer,  containing  a  general  denial  of  a 
sworn  complaint,  charging  the  defendant 
with  having  committed  a  series  of  crimes; 
the  action  being  to  recover  damages  for 
tlie  injuries  to  the  plaintiff,  which  were 
alleged  to  be  the  direct  result  of  the 
crimes  specified.  Jlnd. 

7.  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  when  an 
act,  in  which  Uie  concurrenoe  of  the  court 
is  necessary,  should  be  done  within  a 
specified  time,  and  the  party  has  done  all 
he  is  required  to  do,  he  is  not  to  suffer 
fh>m  the  oourt*s  delay.  If,  in  such  a 
case,  the  court  renders  its  decision  after 
the  time  has  passed,  it  may  be  entered  as 
of  the  time  when  by  law  it  ought  to  have 
been  given.     Clapp  v.  Oravet^  317 

8.  It  is  the  settled  practice  of  the  courts 
to  open  a  defieuilt  ariang  from  a  failure  to 
answer,  on  the  defendant  swearing  to 
merits  nnd  payirflr  c^ilN. 

A  party  is  entitled  to  relief  against  the 
consequences  of  an  irregularity  in  the  ser- 
Tioe  of  a  paper  during  the  progress  of  a 


cause;  but  the  terms  upon  which  such 
relief  wUl  be  granted  are  in  the  discretion 
of  the  judge  who  hears  the  application 
therefor.     Quinny.  Ckue,  4C7 

9.  An  order  of  arrest  must  relate  to 
the  whole  cause  of  action  presented  by 
the  complaint,  and  not  to  only  a  part  of  it 
Lambert  v.  SnoWj  601 

10.  A  judgment  obtained  by  default 
and  through  inadvertence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  will  be  opened,  and  a  de- 
fence permitted,  where  he  excuses  his 
neglect  and  swears  to  merits. 

Upon  a  motion  for  that  purpose,  where 
the  defence  is  disclosed,  and  it  appears 
that  it  is  intended  to  be  interposed  in 
good  faith,  and  is  not  clearly  unjust  or 
frivolous,  the  court  will  not  decide  whe 
ther  it  will  prevail  if  established  upon  a 
formal  trial  of  the  action.  Excise  Ccmmis- 
sioners  v.  HoUisterj  588 

See  Action,  6. 

Appeal,  3,  4,  5,  19,  22  to  28. 

Abbest. 

Commission  to  take  Tsstihont,  1, 2. 

Constable,  4,  5. 

CouNTEB  Claim,  2. 

Damages,  5. 

Pt^pault,  1. 

Discontinuance,  1. 

Evidence,  19. 

Executobs  and  Administbatobs, 

Forfeited  Recognizance,  1,  2, 3. 

Guardian  ad  litem,  1,  2. 

Jury,  1. 

Mechanics'  Lien,  8,  9. 

New  Trial,  2,  4,  5. 

Partnership,  2,  3. 

Pleading,  3,  5. 

Promissory  Notes  and  Bills,  8. 

Reference,  1. 

Summons,  1. 

Supplementary  Proceeding& 

Tender,  I. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  An  agent  to  whom  goods  are  en- 
trusted to  sell  upon  commission,  who 
afterwards  claims  to  have  bought  them 
from  the  principal,  and  upon  that  ground 
refhses  to  give  the  principal  any  aocounc 
of  what  he  has  done,  or  to  return  the 
j?nod«  mny  b«  tivatpd  as  b»vincr  (convert- 
ed them.    Solomon  v.  WaaSf  179 

See  Masteb  and  Sbrtant. 
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PHYSICIAH. 
See  BnDKsrcx,  9. 


PLBADI5G. 

1.  A  denial  in  an  answer,  "  upon  infor- 
mation and  belief)'*  is  no  trarerBe.  The 
effect  of  snch  a  form  o(  denial  is  to  admit 
tho  (act  in  the  complaint  to  which  it  re- 
latea     TherasKm  v.  McSptdon^  1 

2.  A  denial  in  an  answer,  in  an  action 
broaght  to  recover  rent,  of  *'each  and 
every  allegation  in  the  complaint,  where- 
in and  wherebj  the  defendant  is  charged 
with  being  liable  for  any  rent  to  the  pUun- 
tiflk,  or  of  anj  sum  being  due  or  owing 
from  Iiim  to  them,"  puts  at  issue  an  aver- 
ment in  the  complaint  '*  that  the  rent  was, 
as  it  became  due,  duly  demanded.**  Hil- 
ton, J.,  disBenting,  Academy  of  Music  y. 
EackeU,  217 

3.  In  an  action  by  the  boldpr  of  h  prom- 
issory note  agntmit  a  first  indonser  for  val- 
ue, before  maturity,  the  answer  alleged 
that  ihe  pLuntiflT  was  not  tho  real  party  in 
intoreMt,  nor  the  owner  of  the  note.  That 
it  belonged  to  one  R.,  the  second  indorser, 
who,  at  the  time  he  owned  it,  was  indebt- 
ed to  the  maker,  and  that  the  maker  hud 
notified  tiie  tirst  indorser  thereof^  and  for- 
bidden him  to  pay  it,  and  if  he  did  pay  it, 
the  maker  would  not  pay  him.  //cW,  That 
the  only  material  averment  in  tho  answer, 
was  that  which  alleged  the  plaintiff  to  be 
not  the  real  party  in  interest,  nor  the  own- 
er of  tho  note.  The  residue  constituted  no 
defence,  and  was  properly  stricken  out  as 
irrelevant.    Arrangoiz  v.  Fntser^         244 

4.  Tho  general  rule  in  tho  construction 
of  a  pleading— that  a  party  lias  stated  his 
case  in  the  l)e«t  way  which  it  is  capable 
of  being  stated— lias  not  been  altered  by 
Ihe  Code.  Tho  Code,  by  requiring  plead- 
ings ta  be  liberally  construed,  does  not 
mean  that  substantial  averments  may  be 
omitted,  and  tho  omission  disregarded. 
Xomig  v.  KuU,  323 

5.  An  answer  consisting  of  aveiments 
fUae  in  fact,  is  a  sliam  pleading. 


A  (nvoloQs  answer  is  ooe  which,  assom- 
iog  its  oontents  to  be  true  praeents  no  da- 
fisDoe  to  tbeacCkm. 

Where  an  answer  !4atei  facts  which,  if 
properly  aTerred,  might  ooostitote  a  valid 
defence,  it  will  noC  be  stridden  oat  as 
sham,  irrelevant,  or  fHTok>aa 

Defective  STerments  in  a  pleading  should 
be  taken  advantage  of  bj  d«narrer. 
Struwer  t.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  47& 

See  AHmrsB. 

COMPLADir. 

JusiSDicnov,  1,  2,  3. 

JUBnCB*8  OOUBT  FRJLOTKm,  8^  10. 

pRAoncB,  6,  6. 
Texdsr,  L 


PBACnCB. 

1.  liVhere,  upon  appeal,  the  judgment 
is  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  is  ordered, 
and  no  provision  is  inserted  in  the  order 
allowing  either  party  to  u  e,  npou  such 
new  trial,  any  of  the  testimmy  previously 
taken,  tlie  case  stands,  in  OTery  respect, 
as  if  no  trial  had  taken  place ;  and  it  is 
orror  to  allow,  on  such  new  trial,  the  evi- 
dence token  on  the  former  trial  to  be  read 
from  the  printed  case.  Rippowam  Co.  v. 
Strong,  52 

2.  A  defendant  failing  to  senre  his  an- 
swer withui  the  time  allowed  for  that 
purpose,  upon  excusing  his  default  and 
showing  a  good  defence,  is  usually  per- 
mitted to  interpose  it  upon  terms.  Ciark 
V.  Lyoitj  91 

3.  Where  the  right  to  arrest  the  de- 
fendant is  derived  finom  the  nature  of  the 
action— e.  ^.,  where  the  action  is  against 
an  agent  for  the  conTersion  of  goods  de- 
liyered  to  him  to  sell  upon  oonunission — 
the  defendant  will  sot  be  aUowed,  upon 
a  motion  to  discliarge  from  airest,  to  in- 
troduce affidavits  to  proTe  that  no  cause 
of  action  exists.  SoUomtm  v.  Waas,    179 

4.  Where  an  attorney  has  appeared  for 
a  defendant  without  authority,  the  court 
will  not  set  aside  the  judgment  but  will 
leave  the  defendant  to  his  action  against 
the  attorney.  If  tlie  defendant,  howerer, 
swe.ir8  to  tiie  merits,  the  court  will  allow 
him  to  come  in  and  defend,  suffering  the 
judgment  to  stand,  that  tho  plaintiffs  lien, 
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•oqaired  by  the  judgment,  may  be  pre- 
served. 

But  the  defendant  must  apply  for  relief, 
in  such  a  case,  with  due  diligence,  aod,  if 
there  is  delay,  must  fUmish  satisfactory  ex- 
cuse tlierefor.  Bogardus  T.  Livingston^  236 

5.  If  the  right  to  serve  an  unverified 
answer  be  disputed,  the  question  may  be 
brought  before  the  court  for  determina- 
tion by  a  motion  for  judgment,  as  upon  a 
failure  to  answer.  On  such  a  motion,  the 
defendant  is  not  required  to  show  that 
the  direct  effect  of  admitting  the  truth  of 
the  matter  charged  would  be  to  subject 
him  to  punishment  or  lia'biUty,*  it  is  suffi- 
cient that  it  might  have  that  tendency ; 
nor  is  it  essential  to  be  shown  how  it 
would  or  might  subject  him  to  prosecu- 
tion or  punishment 

The  inquiry  is  excluded  when  it  ap- 
pears that  the  object  is  to  procure  an  ad- 
mission of  the  party  that  he  has  been 
guilty  of  an  act  punishable  as  a  crime, 
unless  an  indictment  for  it  would  be 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations; 
when,  if  the  matter  is  material,  the  party 
may  be  required  to  answer.  Moloney  v. 
J)ows,  247 

6.  Jl  seems,  that  if  a  witness  or  party 
hfts  \kv1i  pjudoiieil  for  an  olVcnco,  he  is 
privileged  from  answering  respecting  it. 
So  ?ieldy  where  the  defendant,  without 
leave  of  the  court,  served  an  unverified 
answer,  containing  a  general  denial  of  a 
sworn  complaint,  charging  the  defendant 
with  having  committed  a  series  of  crimes; 
the  action  being  to  recover  damages  for 
the  injuries  to  the  plaintiff,  which  were 
alleged  to  be  the  direct  result  of  the 
crimes  specified.  Jhid. 

7.  It  is  a  general  nile,  that  when  an 
act,  in  which  Uie  concurrence  of  the  court 
is  necessary,  should  be  done  within  a 
specified  time,  and  the  party  has  done  all 
he  is  required  to  do,  he  is  not  to  suffer 
from  the  court's  delay.  If,  in  such  a 
case,  the  court  renders  its  decision  after 
the  time  has  passed,  it  may  be  entered  as 
of  the  time  when  by  law  it  ought  to  have 
been  given.     Ciapp  v.  Oraves^  317 

8.  It  is  the  settled  practice  of  the  courts 
to  open  a  defieuilt  arimng  from  a  failure  to 
answer,  on  the  defendant  swearing  to 
merits  nnd  payinir  oo*lt«. 

A  party  is  entitled  to  relief  against  the 
consequences  of  an  irregularity  in  the  ser- 
Tioe  of  a  paper  during  the  progress  of  a 


cause;  but  the  terms  npon  which  such 
relief  will  be  granted  are  in  the  discretion 
of  the  judge  who  hears  the  application 
therefor.     Quinnv.  Case,  4C7 

9.  An  order  of  arrest  must  relate  to 
the  whole  cause  of  action  presented  by 
the  complaint,  and  not  to  only  a  part  of  it 
Lavibert  v.  Snow,  501 

10.  A  judgment  obtained  by  default 
and  through  inadvertence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  will  be  opened,  and  a  de- 
fence permitted,  where  he  excuses  his 
neglect  and  swears  to  merits. 

Upon  a  motion  for  that  purpose,  where 
the  defence  is  disclosed,  and  it  appears 
that  it  is  intended  to  be  interposed  in 
good  faith,  and  is  not  clearly  unjust  or 
frivolous,  the  court  will  not  decide  whe 
ther  it  will  prevail  if  established  npon  a 
formal  trial  of  the  action.  Excise  Ccmmis- 
sioners  v.  HoUistery  588 

See  Action,  6. 

Appeal,  3,  4,  5,  19,  22  to  28. 
Arrest. 

Coini  ISSION  TO  TAKE  TBSTIMONT,  1,  2. 

Constable,  4,  5. 

Counter  Claim,  2. 

Damages,  5. 

Df.pault,  1. 

Discontinuance,  1. 

Evidence,  19. 

Executors  and  Administrators, 

Forfeited  Becoonizance,  1,  2, 3. 

Guardian  ad  litem,  1,  2. 

Jury,  1. 

Mechanics'  Lien,  8,  9. 

New  Trial,  2,  4,  5. 

Partnership,  2,  3. 

Pleading,  3,  5. 

Promissory  Notes  and  Bills,  8. 

Reference,  1. 

Summons,  1. 

Supplementary  Proceeding& 

Tender,  L 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  An  agent  to  whom  goods  are  en- 
trusted to  sell  upon  commission,  who 
afterwards  claims  to  have  bought  them 
from  the  principal,  and  upon  that  ground 
refhses  to  give  the  principal  any  aoconnc 
of  what  he  has  done,  or  to  return  the 
jfoof?«.  mny  ho  trr^atpd  as  b»vinjr  convert- 
ed them.    Solomon  y.  Waas^  179 

See  Mastzb  and  Sbrtant. 
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INDSX. 


PRrvnT  OP  KSTATBL 

1.  TheliabilitjofanMBigneeofaleue 
rests  apon  his  esUte,  aad  when  a  psrtj  in 
poMewion  of  demised  premises  shows 
that  DO  estate  is  vested  in  him,  it  ibUows  • 
that  he  is  not  liable  as  assignee.  Kain  v. 
Bane  311 


PROMISSORY  NOTES  AND  BILLS  OF 
EXCHANGE. 

1.  A  bill  of  exchange  drawn  on  Lon- 
don, was  protested  there  for  non-payment, 
and  returned  by  Uie  first  mail  steamer  to 
thf  paret-8  in  New  York.  On  its  arrival 
on.  •  f  ilie  fniyet*  t<Xik  it  to  the  jJ.ue  ol' 
business  of  tlie  drawers,  who  were  part- 
ners, saw  one  of  them,  laid  the  bill  and 
protest  on  his  desk  before  him.  and  in- 
formed him  of  its  dishonor.  Bdd,  sufB- 
dent  notice  to  render  the  drawers  liable ' 
thereon.    BuU  v.  Jloge^  81 

0 

2  When  a  bill  of  exchange  is  express- 
ed in  the  currency  of  a  foreign  country, 
the  amount  due  on  it  must  be  ascertained 
and  determined  by  the  rate  of  exchange 
or  the  value  of  such  foreign  currency  at 
the  time  of  demand  of  payment  13ut  in 
an  actitiii  on  a  bill  expressed  in  English 
currency,  no  proof  of  value  need  bo  given. 
The  value  of  a  pcmnd  sterling  is  fixed  by 
Act  of  Congress  at  $4.84,  and,  in  the 
absLMice  of  other  evidence,  that  Act  is  con- 
clu:  ivc  upon  the  quostion  of  value,  aii'i 
Uie  court  is  bound  to  take  judicial  notice 
of  it  Ibid, 

0 

3.  Tlie  holder  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 

payaljle  on  deuiand,  when  be  seeks  to 
charge  the  drawer,  is  bound  to  show  it  to 
have  been  presented  for  payment  within 
a  rcaBonable  time,  or  that  the  drawer  has 
sustaiufd  no  injury  by  the  delay.  What 
is  a  reafK)nablo  time  within  which  the 
prosentmcnt  should  have  been  made,  is  a 
question  of  law  for  the  court,  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  circumstances  of  each  par- 
ticular ca<ie.     Vaniroi  v.  McCvUoch,    272 

0 

4.  A  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  at  Welles- 
ville,  Ohio,  on  parties  in  New  York,  was 
retained  by  the  payee  nine  or  ten  days 
before  being  sent  on  for  presentment 
When  presented,  the  drawees  having  fail- 
ed two  days  previous,  payment  was  re- 
cused. Ildd,  that  the  delay  was  unreason- 
able, no  special  circumstances  being  shown 


to  excose  i^  and  the  dimwen  were  there* 
fore  diacharged.  ML 

0 

5.  P.  held  a  note  of  6.  indoceed  by  a 
After  its  melurity,  and  without  the  con- 
sent or  knowledge  of  Su,  P.  accepted  from 
6.  a  payment  in  cash  on  acoount,  and  bis 
note  for  the  balance  due,  payable  three 
months  thereafter,  i&sk^  L  That  P.  there- 
by extended  the  time  for  the  payment  of 
the  original  debt,  aad  enspended  any 
right  of  action  upon  it^  daring  the  period 
the  new  note  had  to  run.  XL  Soch  an 
extension  of  credit  to  G.  effectnally  re- 
leased S.  from  liability  as  indorser  apon 
the  original  note.    PlaU  v.  Stark^        399 

0 

C.  A  writun  instnimoat,  iu  i:.-.  i^-...  s. 

form  of  a  bond,  bat  without  seal,  shoold 

be  regarded  as  a  promissory  note.     In  an 

action  upon  sach  an  instrument  it  was 

shown  to  have  been  given  for  an  actnal 

indebtedness :  Hdd^  that  the  plaintiff  was 

entitled  to  judgment  upon  it     Woodward 

Y.  GfsiuA,  526 

0 

7.  Where  a  note  is  made  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  another,  and  given  to 
him  without  restriction  as  to  its  use,  it  is 
no  answer  to  an  action  against  the  maker 
upon  it,  by  a  person  to  whom  it  has  been 
duly  indorsed,  that  the  note  was  so  madci 
and  tlio  plaintiff  received  it  with  koowl- 
ediro  of  that  fact  In  such  a  caife.  t 
holder  for  value,  before  maturity  of  tiie 
note,  is  entitled  to  recover  upon  it, 
IhoUi^li  he  had  fUl  knowle-Jge,  a:  ino 
time  he  received  it,  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  given.  PttUgrew  v. 
Chave,  M6 

0 

8.  To  a  complaint,  in  an  action  on  u 

promissory  note  against  the  maker  and 
payee,  the  mak^  answered  that  he  made 
the  note  for  the  accommodation  of  toe 
payee,  and  that  fact  was  known  to  the 
plaintiff  when  he  received  it  Htld^  tiiat 
the  answer  was  frivoloua.  As  the  an- 
swer did  not  allege  any  fraud  in  the 
transfer  of  the  note  to  Uie  {daintiff,  nor 
that  he  did  not  give  full  value  for  it,  it 
must  be  presumed  that  there  wae  so  fraud 
in  the  transaction,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
acquired  the  note  for  a  valuable  oonaider- 
ation.  AmL 

See  CouKnB  Claiic  S. 
Kquitablk  Ksldcf,  1. 
Limitation  of  AcnoMB,  1. 
Pleading^  3. 


PBOTSST. 

1.  yo  precise  Ibnn  i/Torda,  dot  ii  nti; 
particular  iniiDiier  Decenary  to  be  unud  ti 
pirintr  the  drsirers  of  b  bill  of  *xoIiarKi 
notice  ofitsdiithoaOT,  bo  as  to  render  then 
lialile  therran.  Jftlie  bill  in  dcBcribed  ii 
the  notii-c  with  sucll  dintinctness  and  cer 
tuiiiiy  as  will  emble  the  puiiy  lo  ueenaii 
tn-ra  It  tlio  pnrticnlnr  biU  to  wliiti]  it  re 
fbn.  Olid,  Id  addition,  ImportB  tbat  it  bM 
bran  dixhonared,  it  la  autBctent.  Tlie 
iiiitice  need  not  infona  tlie  party  noKHcd 
tlut  lie  ia  looked  to  for  peymtnL  Tliat 
mnj  be  inferred  from  the  ntiturii  of  the 
notice.  Nor  need  it  be  in  writing.  Ver- 
bid notice  ■«  Bufficient.    BHllJ.Uogr,    81 


been  comniiiud  maj.-  n 
for  the  injury  8Q<itaIrDd.     Th 
'  I  not  merged  in  ibe  ftli 
v.A'aU, 


1.  A  receipt  upon  ft  bill  of  fKwds  Bold, 

eoaclnaive  evidence  of  pnjment,  unleaa 

contradicted   or  explained.    Lambert  v. 


See  PbOHiseoiiT  K otes  a 


PUBLIC  OFFICERS. 
See  ExBOcnov,  1,  S. 


1.  TIio  General  Railioad  Lair,  (Lnivs 
ISaO,  p.  233,  g  44),  icnposea  on  oil 
land  companies  the  doty  of  erectinf. 
uainisining  fences  on  the  sides  of  tlieir 
rood,  and  nntil  tliia  duty  isconpticd 
they  are  Ifniile  for  all  dnmafresdoncthere- 
on  to  cnltlo  nnd  ullier animulH.  In: 
tioii  to  recover  tor  (iiinries  done  by 
to  caltte  on  llirir  Ir.ick,  if  it  appeal's  lliat 
anch  fi'iiceB  have  uc.l  been  etcctod  and 
iiuiinlaiiie<l  it  is  immnleripl  n-hetlic 
entile  cnttred  lawfully  or  unlawfully  upon 
the  premises  adjdning  the  road,  and 
Blmjed  IVom  tlience  upon  llie  track,  o 
whctlicr  tliey  than  Etnycd  through  th 
mere  neglect  of  their  owner.  Until  tlic 
fences  hurc  been  erected,  the  slatui 
cludoB  any  defence  of  negllgeuoo 
aclion  by  an  owoer  fbr  cattle  injured  upon 
the  track  ;  bni,  it  »enw,  after  tho  ft 
have  been  put  up,  there  can  be  no  n 
ei7  in  such  CBSea,  where  it  appears  that 
the  negligence  of  the  owner  contributed 
lo  tlie  iKjarr.  Di/y  t.  Tht  K  T.  and 
Harlan  RR.  C"., 

See  CoxpLAnrr,  3. 


Sae  AOBKEHENT,  3 


RECEIVER 

1.  The  proceeding  to  compel  the  debtor 
apply  »peciflc  money  or  property  to  the 
BatiofhctioD  of  tho  Judgment  isasummarf 
—  J,  and  wheneTer  a  doubt  eiista  as  lo 
I  poaaesBion  and  owucrship  of  either 
the  property  or  money,  the  creditor  should 
be  lef^  to  enforce  his  remedy  through  a 

rer,   or  by  le\j  under  «~ 

Joyce  \.  liMrook, 


S,  A  receiver  appointed  in  proceedings 
igHinst  ajudgment  debtor  supplementary 
o  execution,  acquires  title  only  to  tlia 
propeny  and  estate  wtiiuli  l«lon(;ed  lo 
debtor  at  the  time  Ilit  proceeding  was 
ituled  by  granting  llie  order  for  his 
cxatoination,     Cam^U  v.  Gmtt,        390 


RECOUPMEST 


It  Ib  a  matter  Testing  entirely  in  tba 
diBcrotioo  of  the  referee,  whether  he  will 
allow  a  party  to  be  recalled  aa  a  wilneoB 

e  close  of  the  case.    Ptarion  v.  Fitkt, 


BeaNKWTnu,  1 


638 


INDEX. 


rent  on  a  covenant  in  the  lease,  defendant 
•flTered  to  show  that,  during  liia  occupan- 
cy, he  did  not  have  poesesaon  of  a  part 
of  the  demised  premiRee;  but  this  fact 
was  coupled  in  the  offer  with  an  agree- 
ment by  the  lessor  as  to  the  allowance 
to  he  made  for  defendant's  damages  in 
that  behalf.  Jleld,  that,  fVom  the  offer 
thus  made,  it  appeared  that  the  depriva- 
tion occurrt'd  during  the  defendant's  occu- 
pancy under  the  origmal  lessor,  and  that 
the  evidence  was  proi^rly  excluded.  The 
offer  sliould  have  bee;u  to  sliow  an  ex- 
chiHion  riince  the  assignment  to  the  plain- 
tiff.    JJay  V.  SwackJiamer^  4 


'J.  A  denial  in  an  answer.  In  an  action 
brou;j:ht  to  recover  rent,  of  "  each  and 
every  allegation  in  the  complaint,  where- 
in mid  whereby  the  defendant  is  charged 
with  bfhig  liable  for  any  rent  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, or  of  any  sum  being  due  or  owing 
frc>ni  him  to  them/'  puts  at  issue  an  aver- 
ment in  the  complaint  **  that  the  rent  was, 
as  it  beaimo  duo,  duly  demanded." — Hil- 
ton, J.,  dissenting.  Academy  of  Music  v. 
UackeU,  217 

3.  An  entry  by  the  landlord  upon  de- 
miifetl  premises,  and  excluding  the  tenant 
therefnun,  is  an  eviction  of  the  tenant,  and 
sus|)ends  the  payment  of  any  rent  falling 
duo  tltereuiler,  until  he  is  restored  to  the 
possession.  But  an  eviction  will  not  dis- 
charge the  tenant  from  liability  for  rent 
previously  duo.  Ibid. 


4.  An  opera  house  was  rented  for  two 
montlis,  tlie  rent  to  be  paid  weekly,  and 
*•  non-payment  of  rent  to  forfeit  lease." 
Ti\e  I10U.S0  was  to  be  accepted  in  the 
condiiion  in  which  it  was — the  owners, 
however,  agreeing  to  use  all  diligence  in 
nni.Mhiiig  it.     The  tenant  entered  into  oc- 
cup.Htion  of  the  premises,  using  them  for 
operatic  performances,  in  which  Grisi  and 
Mario   wore   the   prominent   attractions. 
The  building  remaining  unfinished,  with 
but  six  furnaces  put  up  out  of  the  fifteen 
contemplated,   Mario  was  taken  with  a 
cold  and  hoarseness  which  prevented  a 
oontinuaiice  of  his  performances,  resulting 
in  an  illness  from  which  he  did  not  re- 
cover for  several  weeks.     The  rent  being 
unpaid  for  two  weeks,  on  the  last  day  of 
the  third  week   the  landlord  peaceably 
excluded  the  tenant  from  the  premises. 
On  the  day  of  the  eviction  the  tenant  had 
announced  the  first  representation  of  the 
opera  of  "  Scmiramide  "  on  the  en.suing 
week,  and  had  incurred  expense  in  adver^ 


tising,  printing,  Ac,  therefor.  In  an  ac- 
tion on  the  lease,  brought  to  recover  fat 
the  three  weeks*  rent — Held, 

I.   That,  upon  the  tenant  showing  a 

I  breach  of  the  agreement  on  the  part  of 

the  landlord  to  use  all  diligence  in  tinisb- 

iug  the  house,  he  was  entitled  to  counter 

claim  his  damages  in  consequence. 

il.  That  the  damages  claimed  to  ha?e 
resulted  from  the  loss  of  Mario's  services 
by  illness  arising  from  cold  and  ho.irse- 
ness  produced  by  the  unfinished  condition 
of  the  house,  and  in  respect  to  which 
the  gains  or  profits  most  of  necessity  be 
purely  speculative  and  conjectural,  were 
too  remote  and  uncertain  to  form  tlie  sab* 
ject  of  a  counter  claim,  and  could  not, 
therefore,  bo  allowed.  Bbadt,  J.,  dis- 
senting, 

III.  Damages  recoverable  upon  a  breach 
of  contract  are  only  such  as  can  l>e  ascer* 
tained  and  fixed  with  reasonable  cer- 
tainty; and  this  car.not  be  done  in  re- 
spect to  profits  anticipated  from  the  future 
public  iierformances  of  a  vocalist 

IV.  That  he  was  entitled  to  be  allowed, 
in  abatement  of  the  rent,  the  damages  oc- 
casioned by  the  eviction — and  which,  in 
this  case,  consisted  of  the  expenses  of  ad- 
vertisements, printing,  &c.,  in  announcing 
the  performances  of  the  week  following 
tlie  eviction.  Ibid. 

5.  Per  Hilton,  J.,  (and  iKGRAHxy,  F. 
J.) — In  an  action  for  rent,  against  a  ten- 
ant occupying  demised  premises,  he  can- 
not bo  permitted  to  claim,  in  abatement 
or  extinguishment  of  the  rent,  that  the 
premises  were  unfit  for  habitation,  or  for 
the  purposes  intended  by  him  at  the  time 
of  hiring.  Jb4d. 

See  LsASs. 


REPLEVIN. 

1.  Where  the  parties  to  an  execntioa 
accompany  the  oonstaMe  to  the  houao  of 
the  defendant,  and,  while  the  constable 
pretends  to  sell  only  "  the  right,  title  and 
interest  of  the  defendant "  in  property  on 
the  premises  not  belonging  to  him,  they 
countenance  and  assist  purchasers,  acting 
in  concert  with  tliem,  in  the  removal  of 
the  property  as  upon  an  absolute  sale; 
Held,  that  edl  are  liable  to  the  OTi-ncr  for 
the  value  of  the  property  thus  disposed  of 
and  remoTod.     UnderhUl  y.  Rcvuor^    319 


See  Sheriff,  2. 
Tort,  1. 
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RES-ADJtTDIOATA. 
See  Stabs  Dscisia. 


RESCISSION. 

1.  K.  employed  G.  to  Phore  up  a  wall 
of  a  buiidiog  in  a  particular  mauner,  and 
at  a  specified  price ;  but  before  the  work 
had  been  half  performed,  not  being  satis* 
lied  with  the  manner  in  which  it  was  l>e' 
ing  done,  he  notified  G.  not  to  proceed  flir- 
thor  with  it.  G.,  notwithstanding,  com- 
pleted the  shoring  up,  and  then  su(^  upon 
the  c<^ntract  to  recover  the  price  agreed 
on.  JJeld,  I.  Tliat  giving  the  notice  put 
an  end  to  K.'s  liability  upon  the  contract 
for  any  work  subsequently  performed  un- 
der it.  II.  That  G.  could  only  recover  for 
the  value  of  the  work  done  previous  to  the 
notice,  with  such  damages  as  arose  from 
the  rofVisal  of  K.  to  fblflil  his  agreement. 
Ooodmn  v.  AVAer,  401 


RESPONDEAT  SUPERIOR. 
See  Nboltobnob,  4. 


SALE  AND  DELIVERY  OF  CHAT- 
TELS. 

1.  A  purchaser  of  goods  is  not  bound  to 
return  thorn,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to 
damages  for  a  breach  of  warranty.  lie 
noay  duim  damages  in  an  action  against 
him  for  the  price,  and  his  defence  will  not 
be  barred  by  the  continued  possession  of 
the  goods:  by  dehiy  in  giving  notice  to 
the  vendor ;  nor  even  by  omitting  alto- 
getlicr  to  give  such  notice,  and  using  or 
soiling  the  property.  Renaud  v.  Peck^  137 

2.  In  an  action  for  damoges  for  the  un- 
lawful conversion  of  certain  goods,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  goods  in  question  were 
sold  by  the  plaintitts  to  the  defendants,  on 
an  agreement  that  they  were  to  be  paid 
for  in  cofk.  Previous  to  delivering  the 
goods,  the  plain  tifls  made  inquiries,  in  re- 
spect to  deicndants,  as.  to  whether  they 
could  be  *'tm:sted  with  a  cash  article," 
dec. ;  and,  receiving  a  favorable  answer, 
the  goods  wore  sent  to  defendants'  store, 
by  a  cartman,  in  the  ordinary  way.  Bills 
were  sent  in  on  tlie  same  day,  followed 


by  a  call  for  the  money  on  the  day  fbUow- 
ing,  and  on  several  days  after.  Defend- 
ants, however,  refused  to  pay  cash,  but 
offered  certain  bills  of  exchange,  drawn 
by  plaintiffs,  for  a  part  of  the  amount,  and 
the  balance  in  cash. 

JJeld^  That  this  evidence  did  not  show 
an  unqualified  delivery  of  the  goods,  but 
that  it  was  a  proper  question  for  the  juiy, 
whether,  in  making  the  delivery,  the  plain- 
tiffs Intended  to  waive  the  condition  for 
payment  in  cash ;  and  that  a  motion  to 
dismiss  the  complaint,  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  showed  an  unqualified  de- 
livery, was  properly  denied.  Schmidt  V. 
KaUenkorrif  157 

3.  On  a  cash  sale  to  a  solvent  buyer, 
where  there  is  no  fraud  used  to  obtain 
possesion,  but  the  goods  are  voluntarily 
delivered  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  course 
of  business,  the  title  passes  to  the  buyer 
by  the  act  of  delivery,  and  he  has,  with 
the  possession,  the  right  of  immediate  dis- 
position, unless  there  are  circumstances 
clearly  showing  that  it  was  the  intent  of 
the  parties  tliat  no  title  should  pass  until 
the  cash  was  paid.  The  mere  fact  that 
the  sale  was  for  cash,  v^nll  not,  of  itself)  be 
sufficient  to  warrant  the  legal  inference 
tliat  the  dchvery  was  conditional,  and  that 
no  title  was  intended  to  pass  to  the  buyer 
until  the  cash  was  paid.  Leea  v.  Richard- 
«m,  164 

4.  As  a  general  rule,  on  a  sale  of  chat- 
tels, where  no  time  is  fixed  for  payment, 
payment  and  delivery  are  to  be  simulta- 
neous acts,  and  the  seller  is  not  bound  to 
deliver  until  payment  is  tendered.  But 
this  rule  is  not  applicable  to  the  case  of  a 
sale  of  a  lai^  quantity  of  merchandise, 
the  delivery  of  which  may  occupy  consid- 
erablo  time,  and  in  which  some  period 
must  also  intervene  to  enable  the  buyer 
to  ascertain  the  correctness  of  the  weight, 
to  adjust  the  tare  upon  the  different  pack- 
ages, and  generally  to  ascertain  the  quality 
and  condition  of  the  merchandise  received. 

Ibid. 

6.  If  a  sale  is  conditiona],  the  seller  is 
bound  to  exact  the  performance  of  the  con- 
dition, either  at  the  time  of  the  delivery, 
or  very  sliortly  thereafter ;  or  he  will  bo 
deemed  to  have  waived  it  Upon  a  cash 
sale,  the  acceptance  of  a  part  of  the  pur- 
cliaso  money  is  a  waiver  of  tlio  right  to 
reclaim  the  goods,  and  perfects  the  buyer  s 
title,  even  thoiT;$Ii  tiie  delivery  was  condi- 
tional. Ibid, 


840  I^I 

6.  L.  A  W.  lolil  h>  V^oa  Ihu  lal  oC 
Uareh,  313  ticrcea  of  Urd  Tor  cisli,  wliicii 
they  proceeded  et  onco  to  dtlivw  to  tiiti), 
and  which  be  proceeded  to  Fell  si^ain  u> 
□Clien.  On  Ihe  5th  of  March,  havitig  lilt; 
tierces  rcmainiii);,  he  delivered  Ibrty-ruur 
er  ibcm,  to)(i'Llier  with  anotlicr  lt>t,  all  l>s- 
liiK  incluilwl  in  one  invoice,  lo  R,,  as  col- 
.  Uiural  to  aecuni  tlie  repayinciii  uTeenuia 

'  sdTRDCcs.   On  the  same  day,  L.  &  \V.  pie- 

■oiitad  Iheir  bill  to  F.  for  payment,  imd, 
oil  tiio  9th  or  lOlh,  F.  made  iLcni  apart 

Kyoient  on  accounL  A  few  dnys  hier. 
KBve  tlieni  hia  dieck,  poet  dated.  Fur  a 
part  of  the  b;<lance,  but  before  its  iiuturiCy 
be  failed,  and  made  a  general  ssiiiguacnt, 
for  tlip  Iwnctlt  of  liis  creditors,  W  J^  In 
tliat  aiuii^nmont  lliccliiim  of  L.  it  W.  wus 
placed  in  a  secand  class  of  preferred  crcd- 
iloi^  and  tn-enty-foiir  per  cenL  wan  lUcre- 
aftcr  paid  them  under  Ihe  aesignmi'ni.  It 
ftppean  tliot,  by  uaogo  in  tlio  city  of  h>w 
York,  fromawoek  to  bin  davd  is  given 
to  buyers,  in  the  case  of  disli  sakv.  lo 
examine  and  weigli  the  mercliandiE<>, 
kc„  during  which  time  it  la  custnuuirj 
[or  thetn  to  treat  with  and  fiecly  sell  iU 
U  well  before  an  atlor  pnynietit  II'!J. 
1.  That  the  parties  must  bo  rcsiirdt-l  ;is 
Mnlrocling  witli  refurenco  to  lliis  ut<j^c, 
lud  must  be  governed  by  it.  II.  Th^il 
'he  Kale  coiitd  nut  be  regarded  .tj  niidi- 
i'oiijl,  but  that  Iho  owncrsliip  and  tJiK' 
passed  to  F.  nt  the  time  of  di'liverv. 
III.  That  if  it  wore  otherwise,  Ihe  aula  lit 
L  A  W.  iu  aeccptinft  a  part  pnymonl  nad 
ai  taking  the  per  cent8({o  mider  tlio  aj^sittn- 
xeni,  nrid  the  act  of  L.  Id  nocei'ling  the 
irust  reposed  in  him  by  the  *!9i;nmciit, 
were  incniiaistent  with  Ihe  idea  tliut  Ihe 
wlo  wns  a  eoiidilionat  one,  and  n-aired 
my  riRhl  to  i-eclanntion,  even  if  othcrniBt- 
tlicy  lijid  poEBcssed  sut'li  rigiiL 

llic  cases  upon  the  question,  "^lial 
Mnscicutesa  conditional,  nnd  what  on  nb- 
wlute  Bile?"  collated  and  examined.  Ibid. 


T.  It  is  not  neoewMy,  la  order  to 
1  sale  of  goods  out  of  ttie  Statutes  of 
Fmu'ls.  that  the  delirery  and  accepunct 
al'  n  purt  of  the  goods  to  be  sold  Hiujuiil 
tiiko  place  at  the  time  o(  making  the  coti- 
tract.  A  stibaoquent  delirery  and  aco<?pl 
anco  is  lufftcient  I'isapproTing  Seym/.w 
T,  Davii,  (3  SandC  S.  C.  R.  3391.  and  afi- 
proving  Spragm  v.  Blaka,  SO  Q'end.  01. 
Sail  T.  Darragk,  lej 


See  Aonox,  S,  11. 

CSATTFiA  1.  S- 
COMkOH  ClMUKB,  6  to  9 
Ccsiou,  3,  4. 
ETIDBKCK,    14. 
&r«TDTJC  OF  Fhaudo,  3,  1. 

BATISF  ACTION. 
See  Ftnart,  1. 

&BDtJCnoH. 

See  CoMPLUXT. 


1.  The  deftndaot^  as  shipping  mnoteiv 
agreed  with  P.  to  procure  him  empIo]i 
ment  on  board  &  certain  vessel,  as  carpea 
icr  far  the  voyage,  at  $23  a  month,  and 
Lt>  nutify  bim  ot  the  sailing  of  the  voasol  li 
iini>i  lo  enable  him  to  get  on  board.  The; 
Liili-d  lo  pve  him  timely  notice,  and  thi 
vi^.-vl  wiled  without  him.  In  an  action 
II)'  II  tlic  contract  where  it  appeared  that 
ilii'  broach  complained  of  resulted  in  akBi 
i.f  osiployroeiil  by  P.,  altcndod  by  inubil- 
Iij  to  obtain  oilier  sen-ice,  Iltld.  I.  Thai 
tlie  damagca  reaiTerable  wero  tlio  nun* 
SB  if  the  wsrvice  of  P.  under  the  agreemcDl 
had  nctually  commenced  and  he  hod  been 
improperly  diacbargcd.  II.  That  proof  oT 
a  cusloni  that  shipping  masters,  in  suc^ 
cases,  act  as  affiants  of  the  captain  of  tbs 
vessel,  wai  ioadmiBsilile.  III.  The  actkin 
being  brouglit  before  the  term  of  tlio  em- 
ployineiit  agreed  upon  expired,  tbo  recov- 
ery ith  limited  to  the  dainageg  Buxtained 
upiatbe  time  oltiitd.  J/ajpuircv.  Wwd- 
suic,  b3 

2.  An  agreement  made  one  week  prior 
to  the  Isc  of  August  IBM,  to  enter  the 
service  of  another,  and  continue  (berein 
until  tliD  let  of  August,  18SB,  is  an  agree- 
iiieiit  which,  by  ibi  termB,  is  not  to  be  per- 
fiirrnod  within  one  yesr  ftom  the  making 
iliiriMli  and,  if  reatiug  iu  parol,  is  vnid. 
.Vena  V.  Utrnm,  118 

3.  But  an  employer,  having  derived  a 
benefit  by  tiie  servant's  part  performance 

.d«r  such  a  coDtraot  is  liable  in  an  ae- 
>ii  for  Ihe  service*  actually  rendered. 
And,  in  the  ahsenco  uf  any  evideDcest 
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kO  the  Talue  of  the  servicee  the  rate  of 
compensation  fixed  bj  the  agreement 
should  be  regarded  as  the  measure  of 
damages.  ibid. 

See  C0MUT88ION  TO  TAKB  TBSTUcoinr,  1,  2. 

EVIDEKGE,  9. 

SET-OFF. 

1.  Where  a  suit  was  brought  bj  the 
general  assignees  of  an  insolvent  fiirn  for 
goods  sold  upon  a  credit,  to  the  defendants 
by  the  lirm,  prior  to  the  assignment,  and 
it  appeared  that  at  the  time  of  the  assign- 
ment the  defendants  held  a  note  of  the 
firm  maturing  before  the  credit  upon  which 
the  goods  were  sold,  expired;  Jleldf  I. 
That  tlie  assignee  was  not  a  purchaser  for 
a  valuable  consideration  of  the  daim  sued 
upon,  and  therefore  succeeded  only  to  the 
rightsof  the  insolvent  assignors.  II.  That 
the  note  thus  held  by  the  defendants  con- 
stituted a  valid  set-off  against  tlie  demand 
in  suit 

The  case  of  Keep  y.  Lord  (2  Duer,  78,) 
examined  and  disapproved.  Mana  v. 
Ooodman^  276 

2.  To  entitle  a  set-off  or  counter  claim 
to  be  allowed,  it  must  be  shown  to  be  due 
to  the  defoiidaot  in  his  own  right,  eitlier 
as  the  original  crtnlitor  or  as  the  assignee 
or  owner  of  the  demand  sot  up.  A  debt 
owing  to  the  defendant  jointly  with  an- 
other, cannot  be  set  off  in  an  action  upon 
a  demand  against  the  defendant  alone.  A 
joint  debt  cannot  be  set  off  against  an  in- 
dividual one.     CampbeU  v.  Genet^        290 

See  Appeal,  26. 

Attorney  akd  Client,  2. 
Counter  Claim. 

SHERIFF. 

1.  It  seems^  that  the  indorsement  by  the 
sherifi*  upi>n  an  execution,  of  a  levy  made 
under  it.  is  an  official  act,  tXiA.  prima  fade 
evidence  of  the  facts  stated.  Coddington 
V.  Camleyj  628 

2.  An  action  to  recover  for  goods  wrong- 
fully taken  by  a  sheriff  under  an  execu- 
tion, must  be  brought  within  three  years 
from  the  day  the  levy  was  made.  But  the 
period  which  may  elapse  between  tho 
death  of  any  person  and  tho  granting  of 
letters  testamentary  on  his  cntalo.  not, 
however,  exceeding  six  monlhfl,  and  the 
period  of  six  months  after  such  Ic-itunsare 

Vol.  II. 


granted,  are  not  to  be  deemed  a  part  of 
such  limitation  of  three  years.  iMdL 

See  ATTACHionrr,  3. 
Evidence,  6. 
Execution,  1,  2. 

SHIPS  AND  VESSELS. 

See  OouMTER  Cladc,  1. 
Sertioes,  1. 


SPECIFIC  PEBFORL£ANCK 

1.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  compel 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  where 
the  obligations  of  the  party  seeking  roh'ef 
have  been  disregarded,  or  are  incapable 
of  being  substantially  performed  by  him. 
PayUm  v.  WigfU,  7t 

See  Equitable  Relubt,  1. 

STARE  DECISIS. 

L  The  doctrine  of  stare  deciaia  has  no 
applicability  to  a  prior  dedsioii  upon  a 
question  of  jurisdiction,  where  it  plainly 
appears  that  the  decision  was  founded 
upon  a  mistaken  reading  of  a  statute. 
Bomaine  v.  Kimhimer,  619 


STATUTES. 

1.  An  act  of  the  legislature  increasing 
tho  salaries  of  the  justices  of  the  district 
courts  of  the  city  of  New  York  creates  a 
valid  and  binding  obligation  upon  the  cor^ 
poration  to  pay  the  increased  rate,  al- 
though no  power  is  in  terms  oonferred  by 
the  act  to  create  a  fund  to  meet  such  In- 
crease. Where  a  power  is  given  by  stat- 
ute, everything  ne<-ossary  to  make  it  effec- 
tual, or  to  attain  the  end  contemplated,  is 
implied.  Oreen  v.  Mayor,  <£&,  0/  New 
York,  203 

See  Constable,  4. 
Corporations,  2. 
Evidence,  9. 
Insolvents,  2. 
Limitation  of  Acnovs,  L 
Name.  1,  2. 
New  York  Citt,  1,  2 
Railroads,  1. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 


1.  An  agreement,  made  one  week  prior 
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«L  L.  A  W.  Hdd  to  F^  on  l!m  III  of 
Ifueh,  SI2  ttcTCca  oTUrd  for  c-mli,  which 
tlwT  proceeded  at  aDi?o  lo  duUvvr  (o  li'm, 
•od  whicli  he  procoi-ded  to  H-ll  B>;ain  U) 
olhnn.  On  llie  Slli  of  Mardi,  having  fid  j 
liercH  remaiDiaf;,  lio  dvlivcrcd  G.>rtj-fiiur 
or  them,  lOfvtiieT  with  anotlivr  lot,  all  l"e- 
liiK  JDcIiulL-d  Id  one  invoice,  to  IL,  as  c«l- 
laiural  to  u-cuni  Uie  repayment  of  CLTtuLa 
advauccs.  On  the  same  ilnj,  L  i,  V!.  pn>- 
soiitud  Ilii'ir  Uitl  lo  F.  fur  payiiicot,  and, 
oil  tho  9[li  or  lOtli,  F.  iubUc  tbtni  a  put 
pATintiit  on  arcojtiL  A  H'w  day*  Inter, 
lie  gave  Uii^ni  liiit  dicclc,  post  dutcd,  fur  a 
partofUie  b.iUnce,  but  before  iia  maluntj' 
he  rallied,  and  made  ■  general  aiu:i|;iiment. 
Tor  t1ii>  Ijcnclit  uT  Ills  crvdilorn,  to  Ii.  In 
lluit  aMignmont  Ilia  claim  of  L.  Jc  AV.  was 
plaix'J  in  a  Ki^oad  ciaai  of  prcriTred  cred- 
ilotfl,  and  twoaly-roiir  per  cent,  bm  tlicre. 
after  paid  them  under  the  aBsignmcnt.  1 1 
appears  tlint,  b;  usago  in  the  cily  oC  ITciv 
York,  from  a  week  W  ten  day*  in  given 
to  bujen,  in  ths  case  of  cusli  silc^ 
aianiioe  and  w«gli  the  merchandi 
*c_  during  which  time  it  Is  custom.i 
bit  them  to  treat  vilh  and  freely  sell 
as  veil  beforo  oa  *Rer  pnymcnl.  JItlJ. 
L  That  tlie  p.-irtiea  must  bo  re;:»rdeil  11= 
MiilniiHing  wltli  (Dfurcnco  to  tliis  uaagi, 
ind  must  be  goverot-d  bj  it.  11.  Tli.it ' 
She  said  could  D<it  be  regarded  as  condi- 
tional, but  that  tlio  owucnhip  and  tiik- 
aamted  to  F.  nt  tlie  lime  of  delivery. 
I:i.  That  if  it  wure  otherwise,  ilic  iiutiiif 
L  A  \Y.  ill  accepting  a  psrt  pnrraent  aaA 
at  taking  the  per  cental^  and«r  tliu  irsiirn- 
uenl,  and  Oie  act  of  L.  in  accejMing  thr' 
nal  reiiosed  in  him  by  the  assiKnmout, 
■nere  inconsistent  irith  tlio  idea  dial  tli? 
i-lle  via  a  conditional  one,  (ind  waivod 
iny  riglil  to  reclamation,  e»cn  if  olhtrii V'- 
ili«y  bad  pofiRcncd  such  rigliL 

1'hc  rases  upon  the  question.  "  TVtint 
^mEliliiles  n  conditional,  and  nliat  an  ati 
mIuic  mlo?"  coltuied  aud  oxamlned.  Ibni. 


S«e  Actios,  s,  11, 
Chattels,  1,  1. 
CoHHoa  Cium,  6  to  9 
CusTOii,  3,  4. 
EnvEiici,  J  4. 
&ta.TD»  or  FaaiiM,  3,  4. 

SATISFACTION. 

aMPATXErr,  1. 

SBDDCnON. 

See  CoKPLAOT. 


8EBTICES. 

.  Tbe  dehndaDts^  a*  shipping  loaatert 
■greed  with  P.  to  procure  him  emploji 
;nt  on  board  a  certain  vessel,  as  carpea 
■  fur  tlie  voysgo,  at  $23  •  moalli,  and 
I  to  notify  bim  ot  the  sailing  of  the  Twaol  is 
itinietueiiobieliimtogct  on  board.  Thef 
jfiiik-d  lo  give  him  limelj  notice,  and  lh« 
|Vi»sel  sailed  without  liim.  In  an  actioa 
upon  the  contract,  where  it  appeared  tlial 
'lliG  broach  complBined of  remiiled in  akm 
of  cniploynietit  by  )'.,  attended  by  inabil- 
ily  lo  obtain  oilier  Ber\-ice,  Ikld,  L  Thai 
Ihs  damnge*  reoivorable  w  ere  tiie  ssma 
as  if  Ihu  torvico  of  P.  under  tlie  agrcemtDl 
had  aeluatly  commenced  and  he  had  been 
improperly  discharged.  II.  That  proof  o[ 
a  cuslum  Ibut  shipping  masteta,  in  such 
cone*,  act  aa  agents  of  tbe  cnpluin  of  the 
vcSBul,  wa'  inailmiBsiUe.  III.  The  action 
being  brought  liefbre  tbe  term  of  tho  em- 
ploj  mem  agreed  upon  expired,  the  recov- 
ers' waa  limited  lo  the  damages  suHtnitied 
up  lo  the  time  of  trial.    Jfn^irc  t.  h'lird- 


<»U, 


cs 


T.  U  is  not  neceoary,  In  order  to  taki 
>  sale  of  goods  out  of  tho  Statute  of, 
Pmu't.i.  iliBt  tho  delivery  and  accepianoe]; 
^r  II  |Kirt  of  Iho  goods  to  be  sold  uliuuiJ.  ' 
Uikc  place  at  tbe  time  o(  making  the  con- 
tract A  subsequent  deliTei7  and  accept 
■nee  il  sulBcienl.  1>isapproTing  Stijmour 
r.  Dativ,  (S  Saodf.  a  C.  IL  13»),  and  ap- 
proving f!pragu4  1.  Blokt,  30  n'uDd.  til. 
Sah  f .  Darri^  IBl 


2.  An  agreetnent  made  one  week  prior 
to  Iho  Ist  of  August,  1831,  to  enter  the 

X  of  another,  and  continue  iheri'Ui 

tlie  Ist  of  August,  labS,  is  an  agree- 

whicli,  by  its  tenna,  i*  not  to  be  |«r- 

Ibrmcd  within  one  year  ttom  tbe  making 

tbetvoi;  and,  if  rertiug  !u  parol,  ia  void. 

Xbna  T.  Ikmter,  118 

3.  But  an  employer,  having  derived  a 
benefit  by  the  acrvant's  part  perfoiniauca 
uadcr  *ucb  b  conlracl,  is  liable  in  an  hc- 
tioii  (iir  the  servicea  aclually  rendered. 

And,  in  the  absence  uf  oiiy  evidenccM 


\ 
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of  at  least  two  thirds  of  the  land  fronting  [  SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEEDINGS, 
upon  the  part  of  tho  street  proposed  to  be 


altered. 


Ibid, 


?>.  Tlie  common  council  of  tlio  city, 
upon  tiio  application  of  less  than  two 
thirds  of  tho  owners  artbotcij,  passed  an 
onli nance  ohanginfj:  the  grade  of  Vando- 
walcr  stroL-t.     In  oarrjiiig  the  ordinance 


1.  An  application  in  suppUmciitfiry 
proceedings  for  an  order  requiring  the 
judgment  debtor  to  apply  property  or 
nionc3',  ditH.'lo6ed  by  hi.-)  cxamiiiallou,  to 
tho  payment  of  the  judgment,  is  addref^sod 
to  the  discretion  of  the  judge  before  whom 
the  proceeding  is  ]}cnding.     So  also  is  an 


into  eilVct  they  caused  the  street  to  be  j  application  to  commit  for  contempt  for 
(•xo:ivat».d  to  the  depth  of  six  (eet,  where-  disol>edience  of  tho  order  supplenieutaiy 


to  the  execution. 

No  appeal  lies  from  an  order  deny  in  i; 
such  applications.    Joyce  v.  Holbrvokj   94 


by  the  premises  of  the  pljuniiff  fronting 
on  it  were  seriously  injured.  //«/</,  that 
the  ordinance  was  void,  anil  tho  corpora- 
tion was  liable  for  the  injury  produ<;ed. 

Jn  passing  an  ordinance  changing  the  2.  Tlio  proceeding  to  compel  tho  debtor 
grade  of  a  street,  the  commou  council  ofj  to  npply  specilic  money  or  property  to  tlio 
tliis  cify  act  under  ii  special  and  limited  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  is  a  suiMnary 
power,  and  where  it  is  shown  that  the  |  one,  and  whenever  a  doubt  exists  as  to 
facts  did  not  exit;t  which  would  warrant  tho  possession  and  ownersliip  of  either 


its  exercise,  tho  ordinance  is  not  only 
void,  but  atl'ords  no  protection  to  any  per- 
son acting  under  Ll  Ibid. 

See  NEGLrGENCE,  1  to  4. 
New  York  City,  6,  6,  7. 


SUMMONS. 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  common  car- 
rier, to  reeovtT  siH^iial  damages  caused 
by  his  rot'usal  to  carry  and  transport  mer- 

chandiso,  in  pursuance  of  a  contract  made!  less  than  its  value,  upon  condition  that 
thoret'or,  the  summons  should  be  for  reliel  ho  should  have  it  back  on  repaying  the 
under  ;ri\>.  2,  Ji  I'iO  of  thet'odo.  Altliough  amount  received  for  it.  WilLatiui  v.  Car- 
the  :i"tiial  l'"'«s  i-!  spei':ti<*aily  staled  in  il.ei  roU^  ■L2S 

ct»mi;iaint,  and  judgment  therefor  is  de- 


iho  property  or  money,  the  creditor  should 
be  lef%  to  enforce  bis  remcily  through  a 
receiver,  or  by  levy  under  execution. 

Ibid. 

3.  Where,  upon  tho  examination  of  a 
party  on  supplomentary  proceedings,  it 
appears  that  he  has  sold  property  which 
belonged  to  him,  and  received  therefor  its 
full  vahie,  any  inquiry  as  to  the  namo  of 
the  purchaser  is  immaterial. 

But  it  is  otherwise  where  it  is  shown 
tliat  the  property  has  been  dis|  osed  of  for 


maniled,  yet  the  claim  is  composed  of  uu- 


4.    Wliere,   upon  proceedings  supple- 


li«V;iilattd  damages.     Sah.  1  of  jj  129  re-  ment:iry  to  execution,  founded  on  a  judg- 


lates  to  contracts  which  in  terms  provide 
f»:r  i!:e  pavmcnt  of  money.  Liding  v. 
Slanton,      '  *  538 

•J.  A  summons  is  irregular  which,  at 
tlic  time  of  service,  is  unawonii>aniod  by 
»  complaint,  and  does  not  stale  wliere  the 
iKHu plaint  is,  or  will  be,  tiled.  Fiffnolet  v. 
VaveaUf  584 


SUNDAY. 

1 .  Tn  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
an  iiijury  to  the  [icrson  of  the  plaintitf,  by 
the  unlawt\il  and  malicious  act  of  the  de- 
fendant, it  is  neither  a  dofonce  nor  matter 

in  miiivriition  that  the  { iainiii'i*  wus  ea- 


ment  of  a  di-strict  court,  a  transcript  of 
wliieh   has  been   filed  with  the  wnmtv 

• 

clerk,  it  apiMtars  that  at  the  time  of  tho 
recovery  of  the  jiulgment  the  defendant 
was  a  married  woman,  the  proceeding 
will  be  dismissed.  IlnJ. 

5.  Uprm  a  proper  affidavit,  an  order 
for  a  Si'cond  examination  of  a  judgment 
debtor  will  bo  granted  ex  parit.  Whero 
a  judgment  debtor  has  been  examined 
under  supplomentary  proceedings,  another 
examiiuition  will  not  be  ordered  unless 
tho  aflidavit  upon  which  it  is  applied  for 
mentions  tiie  previous  proceeding,  and 
shows  that  the  debtor  has  sinco  acquired 
property,  or  states  circumstances  leading 
to  sucli  a  Ik  lief.    GooduU  v.  Ihuiartsty  5 34 

gagi'd  in  an  unlawful  gmnc  njion  tliO  i^ib- 

bath  at  tlie  time  of  tho  injur)'.     KidtUmj      6.  An  order  for  a  second  examination 


V.  L'Vi'V", 


40 'was  obtained  U|)«>n  an  affidavit  detieient 
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(^▼en  in  cDaoharge  of  a  deVt,  will  not  ope- 
rate as  a  payment,  tboogh  both  parties  at 
the  time  suppose  them  to  be  genoina 
Baker  Y.  B<muMt  397 


PHYSICIAK. 


See  EnDsvcB,  9. 


PLEADING. 

1.  A  denial  in  an  answer,  "  upon  infor- 
mation and  belief^"  is  do  traverse.  The 
effect  of  such  a  form  of  denial  is  to  admit 
tho  fact  in  the  complaint  to  which  it  re- 
lates.    Tkcrasson  v.  McSpedon^  1 

2.  A  denial  in  an  answer,  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  rent,  of  "each  and 
every  allegation  in  the  complaint,  where- 
in and  whereby  the  defendant  is  charged 
with  being  liable  for  any  rent  to  the  plain- 
tiffs,  or  of  any  sum  being  due  or  owing 
from  him  to  them,"  puts  nt  issue  an  aver- 
ment in  the  complaint  *'  that  the  rent  was, 
as  it  became  due,  duly  demanded."  Hil- 
ton, J.,  dissenting.  Academy  of  Music  v. 
HackeU,  217 

3.  In  an  action  by  the  holdpr  of  a  prom- 
issory note  against  a  first  indurser  for  val- 
ue, before  maturity,  the  answer  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  tho  real  party  in 
interest,  nor  the  owner  of  the  note.  That 
it  belonged  to  one  R.,  the  second  indorser, 
who,  al  tlic  time  he  owned  it,  was  indebt- 
ed to  the  maker,  and  that  the  maker  had 
notified  the  first  indorser  theroof|  and  for- 
bidden him  to  pay  it,  and  if  he  did  pay  it, 
the  maker  would  not  pay  him.  Heldl^  Tliat 
the  only  material  averment  in  the  answer, 
was  that  which  alleged  the  plaintiff  to  be 
not  the  real  party  in  interest,  nor  the  own- 
er of  the  note.  The  residue  constituted  no 
defence,  and  was  properly  stricken  out  as 
irrelevant.     Arrangoiz  v.  Fruser^  214 

i.  The  general  rule  in  tho  construction 
of  a  pleading — that  a  party  has  stated  his 
case  in  the  best  way  which  it  is  bapable 
of  being  stated — ^has  not  been  altered  by 
the  Code.  The  Code,  by  requiring  plead- 
ings t^  be  liberally  construed,  does  not 
mean  that  substantial  averments  may  be 
omitted,  and  the  omission  disreganled. 
Komig  v.  NoU,  323 

5.  An  answer  consisting  of  aveiments 
fSiJae  in  fact,  is  a  sham  pleading. 


A  pleading  is  irrelevant  which  ooasiti 
of  matter  having  no  snbatantial  relation  to 
the  sabject  of  the  controversy. 

A  frivoloQs  answer  is  one  which,  assum- 
ing its  contents  to  be  true  psesents  no  de- 
fence to  the  action. 

Where  an  answer  states  facts  which,  if 
properly  averred,  might  constitute  a  valid 
defence,  it  will  not  be  stricken  out  as 
sham,  irrelevant,  or  fKvolooa. 

Defective  averments  in  a  pleading  should 
be  taken  advantage  of  bjr  demurrer. 
Staruver  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co,  470 

See  Answkb. 
Complaint. 

JUBISDICnOK,  1,  2,  3. 

Justice's  Coxtbt  PBAona%  8,  10. 
pRAcnoB,  5,  6. 
Tkvder,  1. 


PRACnCB. 

1.  Where,  upon  appeal,  the  judgment 
is  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  is  ordered, 
and  no  provision  is  inserted  in  the  order 
allowing  either  party  to  u  e,  upon  such 
new  trial,  any  of  the  testimony  previously 
taken,  the  case  stands,  in  every  respect, 
as  if  no  trial  had  taken  place ;  and  it  is 
error  to  allow,  on  such  new  trial,  the  evi- 
dence taken  on  the  former  trial  to  be  read 
from  the  printed  case.  Rippowam  Co.  v. 
Strong^  52 

2.  A  defendant  failing  to  serve  his  an- 
swer within  the  time  allowed  for  that 
purpose,  upon  excusing  his  default  and 
showing  a  good  defence,  ia  nsually  pe^ 
mitted  to  interpose  it  upon  terms.  Clark 
V.  Lyon,  91 

3.  Where  the  right  to  arrest  the  de- 
fendant is  derived  fiiom  the  nature  of  the 
action— «.  ^.,  where  the  action  is  against 
an  agent  for  the  conversion  of  goods  de- 
livered to  him  to  sell  up<m  oommisdioii— 
the  defendant  will  not  be  allowed,  upoa 
a  motion  to  discharge  ftom  arrest,  to  ia- 
troduoe  affidavits  to  prove  that  no  caoae 
of  action  exists.   Solomon  ▼.  Waas,    179 

4.  Where  an  attorney  has  appeared  for 
a  defendant  without  authority,  the  court 
will  not  set  aside  ths  judgment  but  will 
leave  the  defendant  to  bis  action  against 
the  attorney.  If  the  defendant,  however, 
swears  to  ilie  merits,  the  court  will  aUow 
him  to  come  in  and  defend,  suffering  the 
judgment  to  sUiud,  that  the  plaintiff's  lioo. 
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acquired  by  the  judgment,  may  be  pre- 
served. 

But  the  defendant  must  apply  for  relief, 
in  such  a  case,  with  due  diligence,  and,  if 
there  is  delay,  must  fUrnish  satisfactory  ex- 
cuse therefor.  Bogardtis  Y.  Livingston^  236 

5.  If  the  right  to  serve  an  unverified 
answer  be  disputed,  the  question  may  be 
brought  before  the  court  for  determina- 
tion by  a  motion  for  judgment,  as  upon  a 
failure  to  answer.  On  such  a  motion,  the 
defendant  is  not  required  to  show  that 
the  direct  effect  of  admitting  the  truth  of 
the  matter  charged  would  be  to  subject 
him  to  punishment  or  liability;  it  is  suffi- 
cient that  it  might  have  that  tendency ; 
nor  is  it  essential  to  be  shown  how  it 
would  or  might  subject  him  to  prosecu- 
tion or  punishment 

The  inquiry  is  excluded  when  it  ap- 
pears that  the  object  is  to  procure  an  ad- 
mission of  the  party  that  he  has  been 
guilty  of  an  act  punishable  as  a  crime, 
unless  an  indictment  for  it  would  be 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitaiions; 
when,  if  the  matter  is  material,  the  party 
may  be  required  to  answer.  Moloney  v. 
J)ow8,  247 

6.  It  seems^  that  if  a  witness  or  party 
hr.jj  Wk.u  n;ird«^ncii  for  an  u'encc,  he  is 
privileged  from  answering  respecting  it. 
So  ?ield,  where  the  defendant,  without 
leave  of  the  court,  served  an  unverified 
answer,  containing  a  general  denial  of  a 
sworn  complaint,  charging  the  defendant 
with  having  committed  a  series  of  crimes; 
tlie  action  being  to  recover  damages  for 
tlie  injuries  to  the  plaintiff,  which  wore 
alleged  to  be  the  direct  result  of  the 
crimes  specified.  Jbid. 

7.  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  when  an 
act,  in  which  Uie  concurrence  of  the  court 
is  necessary,  should  be  done  within  a 
specified  time,  and  the  party  has  done  all 
he  is  required  to  do,  ho  is  not  to  suffer 
from  the  oourt^s  delay.  If,  in  such  a 
case,  the  court  renders  its  decision  after 
the  time  has  passed,  it  may  be  entered  as 
of  the  time  when  by  law  it  ought  to  have 
been  given.     Clapp  v.  OraveSf  317 

8.  It  Is  the  settled  practice  of  the  courts 
to  open  a  default  arising  from  a  failure  to 
answer,  on  the  defendant  swearing  to 
merits  nnd  pavire  (?<^t«». 

A  party  is  entitled  to  relief  against  the 
consequences  of  an  irregularity  in  the  ser- 
vice of  a  paper  during  the  progress  of  a 


cause;  but  the  terms  upon  which  such 
relief  will  be  g^uted  are  in  the  discretion 
of  the  judge  who  hears  the  application 
thereibr.     Quinn"?.  Case^  467 

9.  An  order  of  arrest  must  relate  to 
the  whole  cause  of  action  presented  by 
the  complaint,  and  not  to  only  a  part  of  it 
Lambert  v.  Snow^  501 

10.  A  judgment  obtained  by  default 
and  through  inadvertence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  will  be  opened,  and  a  de- 
fence permitted,  where  he  excuses  his 
neglect  and  swears  to  merits. 

Upon  a  motion  for  that  purpose,  where 
the  defence  is  disclosed,  and  it  appears 
that  it  is  intended  to  be  interposed  in 
good  faith,  and  is  not  clearly  unjust  or 
frivolous,  the  court  will  not  decide  whe 
ther  it  will  prevail  if  established  upon  a 
formal  trial  of  the  action.  Excise  Commis- 
sioners V.  HoUisteTy  588 

See  AcnoBT,  6. 

Appeal,  3,  4,  5,  19,  22  to  28. 

Abrest. 

Commission  to  take  TssnMOirr,  1, 2. 

Constable,  4,  5. 

CouNTEB  Claim,  2. 

Damages,  5. 

D'^FAULT,  1. 
DlSCONTINUANCB,  1. 

Evidenxe,  19. 

Executors  and  Administbatobs, 

FOBFEITED  KECOONIZANCE,  1,  2,  3. 

Guardian  ad  litem,  1,  2. 

Jury,  1. 

Mechanics'  Lien,  8,  9. 

New  Trul,  2,  4,  6. 

Partnership,  2,  3. 

Pleading,  3,  5. 

Promissory  Notes  and  Bills,  8. 

Reference,  1. 

Summons,  1. 

Supplementary  Progeedings. 

Tender,  1. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  An  agent  to  whom  goods  are  en- 
trusted to  sell  upon  commission,  who 
afterwards  claims  to  have  bought  them 
from  the  principal,  and  upon  that  ground 
refuses  to  give  the  principal  any  account 
of  what  he  has  done,  or  to  return  the 
jroodp.  Tf\T\j  br»  tr**at*»d  as  havincr  convert- 
ed them.     Soiomon  v.  TTooj,  179 

See  Master  and  Servant. 


MO 


ig  a  general  denial  of 

mplmnl,  chai^ng  the  defendant 

w&h  hHing  mmmiitod  m  Krica  of  crimes ; 
tba  acUoQ  being  to  recover  dumagei  for 
llw  ^Jories  to  the  plaintiff;  which  wore 
■llflged  to  be  the  direct  result  of  the 
crimei  apedCed.  Ibid. 

3.  The  provi^oB  of  Ian  Blloiring  par- 
ties to  be  mtncBgcn  in  tlieir  owd  behalf; 
are  applicable  to  actioDa  wherein  a  muai- 
cipal  corporation  ia  a  pan;.  Holt  y.  7A< 
Maj/or,  <tc,  o/ifeaYvrk, 

4.  The  character  or  credibility  of : 
nan  cannot  be  impeached  b;  aha  wing 
pirticnJar  act*  of  imrooralitj  or  bad  cod- 
duct    Macdonald  v.  OanruM,  GID 

See  CoMviBsioii  TOTAKzTwniioiT,  1,  a. 
Cdopobatidks,  B. 
Etidbkck,  3, 16. 


WORK,  LABOR  AND  MATERIAI5- 
I.  N.  agreed  fin  a  ipeoUled  turn  It 


Drcct  a  building  for  C,  Ko  plans  or  tp*- 
cificalioQB  were  Beltled  opoiL  IVoni  ib» 
commencement  of  the  woik  lo  ita  com- 
pletioQ,  the  contract  had  been,  bj  mutnal 
consent,  so  aubatantially  and  mater^allj 
departed  [torn  that  itwaaimposaible,  fitm 
the  evidence  at  tlie  trial,  to  ascertain  the 
extent  of  the  alteratiocB  in  the  contract, 
which  nue  original!/  intended  to  contr^ 
in  the  erection  of  the  building.  Held,  that 
(he  case  should  be  regarded  as  one  where 
it  had  been  Bhown  that  the  building  wM 
erected  under  a,  g:enenU  cmpIoymeoL,  and 
in  respect  to  which  tlio  owner  waa  under 
nn  implied  obligatioD  to  paj  what  the 
work  and  mnteiioli  were  reasonably 
worth.    Smith  v.Ooe,  365 

3.  Fartie«  (Uniiahing  labor  or  mateiiala 
toward!  the  erection  of  a  building  under 
Buch  a  general  emploTiaeut,  ma/  acquire 
a  licD  under  the  Mechanics'  Lien  Iaw,  for 
the  value  of  auch  materiala  and  l^ior. 
Ibid. 
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